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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to explore demographic variables and job satisfaction and
the relationship with burnout among higher education faculty.  The sample included 248 tenured
professors selected through simple random sampling techniques. 
A three-part instrument was used:  the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI-ES), which
measured levels of burnout based on subscales of Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and
Personal Accomplishment;  the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and Job in General (JIG) scales,
which indicated job satisfaction in areas of: Work on Present Job, Present Pay, Opportunities for
Promotion, Supervision on Present Job, People in Present Job, and Job in General; and, a
Demographic Data Questionnaire.  
Findings included: the population studied were relatively satisfied with all aspects of
their work except Opportunities for Promotion and Present Pay.  They were evenly dispersed on
the MBI.  A significant portion of the variance (47%) of Emotional Exhaustion burnout (F =
35.751, df = 234, p < .001) was explained by: satisfaction with Job in General, satisfaction with
Work on Present Job, reported health condition, and current age.  A significant portion of the
variance (31.6%) of Depersonalization burnout (F = 17.559, df = 234, p < .001) was explained
by: Satisfaction with Work on Present Job, having other financial responsibility, and years since
granted tenure.  A significant portion of the variance (17.4%) of Personal Accomplishment
burnout (F = 12.153, df = 234, p <.001) was explained by: satisfaction with Work on Present
Job, having a Ph.D, Job in General, and reported health condition.
xii
Conclusions included: faculty were generally dissatisfied with Opportunities for
Promotion and Present Pay.  Faculty were generally not significantly burned out.  Emotional
Exhaustion burnout was significantly influenced by : satisfaction with Job in General, Work on
Present Job, and reported health condition(s).  Depersonalization burnout was significantly
influenced by: satisfaction with the Work on Present Job, having other financial responsibility,
and years since granted tenure.  Factors that significantly influenced Personal Accomplishment
burnout included: satisfaction with Work on Present Job, having a Ph.D. degree, and satisfaction






Societal Expectations of Higher Education 
Western civilization has for hundreds of years placed great importance on the
attainment of higher education by the citizenry, with the purpose being of the young to
develop marketable skills through which they could preserve their culture and become self-
supporting. For centuries that middle-class need was administered  through the apprenticeship
as well as the university.  Individuals of many nations have invested heavily in following the
achievements of philosophers by sending their offspring away to obtain wisdom, skill, breadth
and depth of ability in the universities having reputations for developing those attributes. 
There was limitation, however, in who might be able to benefit from those experiences, with
the upper socioeconomic strata usually the only group able to pay the expense (Cowley, 1961).
The people of the United States began concentrating on offering certain educational
opportunities to its citizenry early in the country’s development with the establishment of
Harvard (est. 1635), William and Mary (est.1693),  Yale (est. 1716), and other Ivy League
institutions.  Even though rather costly, the opportunity was available for many with the
appropriate academic abilities and financial support.  There was a perceived need to develop
the skills and abilities to promulgate and maintain the philosophy of this democratic nation by
providing opportunity for individuals to become better informed  “gentlemen” and
“aristocrats”as well as a more productive agricultural, manufacturing, ministerial, and teaching
workforce.   The expectation was that opportunity in this country was hinged on developing an
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educated populace likely to grow with new information, which would enhance the
survivability of American values and the status of the fortunate.   In the early days of
American development, there was much opportunity and room to grow.  In addition, the
founding fathers were compelled to build into the pillars of this democracy the mechanism
which would better insure its continuance: public education in the university (Cowley, 1961).
Universities in America grew, building on the Western European model of the
medieval universities, with departments and colleges, courses and majors.  Adjusting to the
ebb and flow of capitalism allowed the universities to survive, although at times marginally,
providing training, education, and experiences deemed contemporarily beneficial for the
young population to become employable and productive, allowing for an “educated
professional class to cope with affairs that were daily growing more complex”(Snow, 1959,
p.342,).  From the initial training concentrations in philosophy, medicine and religion, there
grew concentrations of subject matter in animal husbandry, art, music, agriculture,
manufacturing, and education up to the current plethora of concentrations, offering virtually
any major subject area in which a person might find meaningful employment in this country.
The typical expectations placed on students of higher education, students having
achieved the minimal public high school training and wishing to pursue advanced academic
preparation for occupational success, was the successful completion of specified course work
both in their chosen occupational/major area as well as certain supportive courses in general
areas such as English Language, mathematics, history, and others.  Students were graded on
completion of assignments, tests, and performances, having been provided specific
information in the form of lecture, laboratory experiences, and service oriented activities.  The
3
university, and its faculty established what was expected, provided the opportunity, and called
for performance from the student.  The mission was simple: “...developing the human capital
in the state”(Astin, 1991, p.218).
Shifting Agenda
With the developing social agenda of public education, utilizing the foresight of the
law making segments of the governmental hierarchy, additional concerns became evident and
the mission of public higher education broadened.  The G. I. Bill, civil rights, women’s
liberation, unionization in some institutions, and accessibility for the handicapped (Sarkees-
Wircenski,  & Scott, 1995) played heavily in shaping, offering accessibility, and providing the
product of education.  Continuing adaptation by higher education is required in providing the
benefits for more segments of the citizenry to become more competitive and maintain
productivity, and is also influenced by the developing global economy (Clinton’s Remarks to
Teachers, etc., 1-08-98).  
The changing demographics (“The Nation: Students,” in The Chronicle of Higher
Education, August 27, 1999) of the student body also might add to the frustrations, anxieties,
and disappointments that higher education faculty might develop.  With the increased average
student age due to the enrollment of non-traditional students, many with less than ideal prior
academic performance, the demands on the teacher’s patience and teaching skill may increase. 
Increasing number of here-to-fore non-majority students, many from different soceo economic
backgrounds than the faculty, as well as different countries, will likely test the university
teacher’s patience and teaching skill also, due to differing cultures, learning styles, and subtle
differences in language.  Malveaux (2001) expressed the sentiment that employability is of
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course important to anyone, but “a college education can also enhance life skills and teach the
value of study, reflection, and priceless wisdom” (p.36).   Knefelkamp (cited in Melendez and
deGuzman, 1983, p. 43) summarized that generative, productive, institutions are “...a link
between the past and the future and so are involved with scholarship as a way of allowing the
young scholar to be a part of the intellectual history of his field and feel a sense of confidence
about contributing to the field’s future...”
Accessibility
With Pell Grants, Hope Scholarship tax credits, and other funding programs and
incentives, the diversity of the student body increases (Adelman, 1999), with sponsorship at
many levels including President Clinton’s urging (Clinton, 1998).  An editorial in Society
(1993, p. 2) supports the investment in higher education in that even though “a college
education may no longer be the automatic passport to a comfortable life it once was, it still
pays dividends–social and intellectual–other than those of a paycheck.” Yet, studies have
indicated that the more demanding and/or further from the “average” in appearance and/or
performance of the clientele/student, the more stress the professional experiences in dealing
with that individual (Cedoline, 1982;  Cordes & Dougherty, 1993;  Dworkin, 1987; 
Golembiewski & Munzenrider, 1988; Gomez & Michaelis, 1995;  Paine, 1982).  Attracting an
increasing number of non-traditional college students to higher education adds to the stress of
the faculty.
National Interest
Shortly after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attack on the New York Twin Towers,
President George W. Bush referred to renewed interest by students in education for social
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service occupations.  Bush (2001) related the positive attention given to fire fighters,
policemen and emergency medical personnel as everyday Americans doing a great job.   That
simple reference, tying to the rescue and relief efforts, was a tremendous encouragement for
people of all ages and backgrounds to pursue training and education for altruistic reasons, in
the helping professions.  That may bring about enrollment increases in underfunded, lower
paying, higher education programs. 
Threats to Security in Higher Education
The legacy of the “Ivory Tower” as a lofty ideal of higher learning has provided the
chosen few employed within its inner sanctum relative security in a world of economic
turmoil, philosophical challenge, and social unrest.  With a threat of conformity and “don’t
rock the boat” control nagging at the heels of the professorate, new ideas and challenges to old
thinking would not be developed.  However, in order to assure academic freedom to flourish
and challenge the accepted ideas, a system of tenure was developed to protect the author, and
allow ideas to flourish (The Chronicle, 1999,  A19).  The Ivory Tower became a safe haven
for the “thinkers”of the society.  
Tenure is being challenged.  Staples (1997) explained that tenure is slowly
disappearing, being replaced by a system of part time instructors who have no investment 
in the university.  Increasing percentages of part-time faculty are occurring throughout the
nation in higher education (“The Nation: Faculty and Staff,” in  The Chronicle of Higher
Education.  August 27, 1999, p. 38).  With less “ownership” in or obligation to the 
university, the part-time, “nomad” faculty (Gappa, 1984, p. 8) will have less commitment 
to the university’s mission.  The university may reduce some expenses, yet may be 
6
influencing the perceived value of the product to the consumer negatively, a “quality control”
issue, according to Leslie, Kellams, and Gunne (1982), which certainly will affect the
program.
Because of the need to remain competitive against other similar universities,  attract the
consumer and take advantage of the global economy, additional attention is being focused not
only on what is offered to the student but how that product is delivered.  With rapidly
increasing development of community colleges to meet demands and take advantage of
consumer dollars, higher education is becoming more competitive just as the student, with
increasing choices, is looking for the best investment.
This increased competitiveness may exacerbate the self examining aspect of educational
development which could have an effect on the product provider, the faculty.  High
qualification expectations by hiring authorities and the pressure to “publish or perish” must
have an influence on employee’s perceived security in the university.  Greater utilization of
technology has been a challenge to many faculty members. The expectations for promotion and
achieving tenure are relatively standard in Carnegie Research Extensive Institutions, often
considered the pinnacles of academic excellence in America.  As potential promotees deal with
the expectations placed on them by the institution and the pressures, demands and frustrations,
there will likely be some fallout from those anxieties, tensions, and disappointments.  The
consumer/stakeholder, in this production of higher education, is likely to be looking upon the
professor to be a model for the “chosen” profession, an example of the area in which a lifetime
of involvement will be made.  A frustrated, disappointed, perhaps angry faculty member quite
likely will inadvertently convey those negative emotions to the unwary student.  Tinto (as cited 
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in Dunwoody and Frank, 1995) suggested that the major reason for student retention in college
was: 
...in the willingness of institutions to involve themselves in the social and intellectual
development of their students.  That involvement and the commitment to students it
reflects is the primary source of student commitment to the institution... (p. 553) 
Outcomes From the Need to “Survive”
Studies have shown how ongoing, chronic stress, frustration and, perhaps, anger
deteriorate an individual’s physical and emotional health (Kalimo, El-Batawi, & Cooper,
1987).  Physical ailments such as ulcers, lower back pain, hypertension, headaches and cancer
have been attributed in varying degrees to chronic stress.
Faculty may choose to leave the university and/or their field in light of the stressors.
Vacancies in various departments on campus either increase the workload on these remaining
faculty or limit the availability of courses needed by students in order to complete their selected
programs of study.  With budgetary constraints influenced by the economy, hiring of
replacement faculty is frequently delayed.  Faculty turnover is a problem for students, even
though some administrators may candidly remark that it is necessary to keep the “cauldron of
achievement” boiling and let some faculty burnout and vacate their position so that younger,
more productive individuals might replace them (Gumport,  1993). 
On a broader scale, Alexander (2000) explored the role of higher education in the
economic development of the nation.  With a more knowledge-intensive technology throughout
the world at this time, developing the human resource has become even more important than
ever.  Therefore, now is not the time to cut back on higher education funding or support in any
form.  
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The economic burden of maintaining a healthy workforce is staggering.  Reports by
Kostreski (1999) and  Charatan (2001) indicate actual health spending in the United States
totaled $1.1 trillion dollars in 1997 and accounted for 13.5% of the gross domestic product. 
Both authors predict that the total expenditure for U. S. health care in the year 2010 will be
$2.2 trillion.   Estimates of medical claims associated with mental and emotional concerns have
approached 25% of all claims filed (DiSimone & Harris, 1998, p. 311).
Health maintenance cost to a corporation, according to Caudron (2002), varies and
depends on the number of employees, and the type and extent of coverage.  With an estimated
15 to 20% increase in yearly premiums over the next five to ten years the costs will be
tremendous.  That increase is influenced not only by the expenses of the service but also by the
attitudes of the beneficiary: people have a mind-set ranging from no concern for the cost of
medical care, and seek help for any reason, to avoidance at all costs, which brings higher
expenses later when conditions worsen.  Caudron reported that the after effects of the
September 11 terrorist attack in New York brought on a dramatic increase in utilization of
behavioral health and employee assistance programs, including more anti-anxiety and anti-
depression medications.  
Gordon (1991) described the costs that Chrysler Corporation bears in paying employee
health-care expenses.  Chrysler Corporation paid “$700.00 in health-care costs for every car it
produces in the United States”.  That total expenditure was reported to have exceeded the cost
of steel in each car Chrysler manufactured.  A university is also a major client in purchasing
employee physical and mental health-care. 
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 What is Burnout?
Burnout has been defined by numerous researchers, as well as “the man on the street,”
in many ways.  One approach focuses on the problem from a  psychiatric perspective as
(Talbot, Hales, & Yudofsky, Eds., 1988):
a stress reaction developing in persons working in an area of unrelenting 
occupational demands.  Symptoms include impaired work performance,
fatigue, insomnia, depression, increased susceptibility to physical illness,
and reliance on alcohol or other drugs of abuse for temporary relief (p. 1244).  
Burnout is defined slightly differently in other areas of study such as by Pines and
Aronson (1981) who worked from the social psychology perspective.  They interpret  burnout
as being:
a state of mind that frequently affects individuals who work with other
 people (especially but not exclusively in the helping professions) and
 who pour in much more than they get back from their clients, supervisors,
 and colleagues.  It is accompanied by an array of symptoms that include a general
malaise; emotional, physical, and psychological fatigue; feelings of helplessness,
hopelessness, and a lack of enthusiasm about work and even
about life in general.  It is insidious in that it usually does not occur as the
result of one or two traumatic events but sneaks up through a general
erosion of the spirit (p. 3).
A more normalized and focused interpretation, with a noticeably less “mentally ill”
perspective of burnout is given by Armour, Caffarella, Fuhrmann, and Wergin (1987).  Those
authors describe the process of burnout in terms of professional response: “In a broad sense,
burnout is the condition of boredom, indifference, and discontent with one’s profession”(p. 3).
Christina Maslach and Herbert Freudenberger have been credited with developing the
momentum to focus the exploration of burnout (Paine, 1982) in the work force.  With their own
research into the phenomena of burnout, a “core” definition evolved: 
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burnout occurs at an individual level; burnout is an internal psychological experience
involving feelings, attitudes, motives, and expectations; and, it is a negative experience
for the individual, in that it concerns problems, distress, discomfort, dysfunction, and/or
negative consequences (p.32). 
Maslach focuses on dimensions of burnout in which an individual experiences 
exhaustion, “described as wearing out, loss of energy, depletion, debilitation, and
fatigue” (Paine, p. 32).  Not only is that exhaustion physical, but frequently more
“psychological or emotional:  a loss of trust, a loss of interest, a loss of spirit” (Paine, p.
32.)  There is also a “negative shift in responses to others: depersonalization, negative
or inappropriate attitudes toward clients, loss of idealism, and irritability” (Paine, p. 32). 
In addition, a person develops “a negative response toward oneself and one’s personal
accomplishments, also described as depression, low morale, withdrawal, reduced
productivity or capability, and an inability to cope” (Paine, p.32).
Statement of Research Problem
Helping professions, such as probation officers, social workers, educators, lawyers, law
enforcement officers, doctors and nurses, psychologists, and others, have been the traditional
focus of burnout research because they have had high potential for developing stress and
consequent burnout (Cherniss, 1980; Cherniss, 1995; Krohne & Laux, Eds., 1982; Paine, 1982;
Pines & Aronson, 1981; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). 
Higher education faculty performance affects student learning and the university’s
status among peer institutions.  The university faculty is at risk.  Not only is the individual
faculty member threatened by a tense, anxiety ridden employment situation, the consumer loses
as well.  
This study proposes to explore one aspect of higher education faculty adjustment as an
indicator of potential problems on campus and in society at large: the influence of selected
factors on burnout among higher education faculty in a Research Extensive University in the
Southern United States of America during the Fall Semester 2002. 
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Research Objectives
The following research objectives will be explored in guiding this researcher in
addressing the research problem:
1. Describe the faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion
of the United States on selected personal characteristics.  The characteristics include the
following: age, gender, ethnic group, marital status, religious/professional/civic
organizational participation, dependent status (number of children and/or other
significant individuals dependent on the faculty member), faculty status, time worked in
present employment, educational level, number of years since last degree, number of
years since last status/rank advancement/tenure/promotion, self reported physical health
status, and scholarly productivity. 
2. Describe higher education faculty member’s perceived  satisfaction with the work on
present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, and 
people on the present job as measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), and overall
satisfaction with the job in general, as measured by the Job in General (JIG).
3. Describe faculty burnout as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory Form
Educators Survey (MBI-ES).
4.        Determine if a relationship exists between higher education faculty demographic
variables of age, gender, ethnic group, marital status, religious/professional/civic
organizational participation, dependent status (number of children and/or other
significant individuals dependent on the faculty member), time worked in present
employment, educational level, number of years since last degree, number of years
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since last status/rank advancement/tenure/promotion, physical health status, and
scholarly productivity, and burnout as measured by the MBI-ES.
5.         Determine if a relationship exists between higher education faculty burnout, as
measured by the scales of the MBI-Form ES, and the work on present job, present pay,
opportunities for promotion, supervision, people on the present job as expressed on the
scales of the JDI, and overall satisfaction with the job in general as expressed on the
JIG.
6.         Determine if a model exists which will explain a significant portion of the variance
among tenured higher education faculty burnout (emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and personal accomplishment) as measured by the MBI-ES, from the
following variables: Job Satisfaction as measured by each of the following scales of the
JDI:  the work itself, pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, and people on the
job; job in general, as measured by the JIG, and age, gender, ethnic origin, marital
status, dependent status, educational level, faculty status/rank, number of years since
last degree, number of years in this employment, health status, scholarly productivity,
and promotion as indicated on the demographic data questionnaire.
Significance of the Study
Higher education is under scrutiny from numerous sources.  The voting public must be
called upon for support for funding and program development.  The student body is a fluid
stakeholder, with not only those already enrolled and attending the universities but also those
who are prospective customers beginning to be more selective in their pursuit of higher
education in order to obtain their own goals.  Politicians and policy makers are looking closer
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at various higher education performance indicators for decision making which will affect the
institution’s funding and programming.  The faculty itself is looking at alternative proposals to
enhance the academic community, their own benefits, and their own future employment. 
Higher education faculty burnout is a problem that influences all of the above areas of concern.
Numerous studies have attempted to formulate models which would predict higher
education faculty burnout.  However, considerable variance is discovered due to
methodological problems, theoretical testing, lack of longitudinal studies, and inadequate
cross-sectional studies in higher education (Cherniss, 1980;  Cordes & Dougherty, 1993;
Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  Golumbiewski & Munzenrider (1988), Maslach, et al.
(2001) have developed models predicting the development of burnout in various helping
professions, but there is no such model to date describing the development of burnout among
higher education faculty.  
Therefore, this study will attempt to add to the body of knowledge describing higher
education faculty burnout.  Researchers (Cherniss, 1980; Cordes & Dougherty, 1993;
Golumbiewski & Munzenrider, 1988; Maslach et al, 2001; and Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter,
2001) have recommended additional study of the burnout phenomenon including variables not
typically addressed in order to expand the knowledge base.  The specific population of this
study will be higher education faculty.  The effects of their burnout will impact significantly on
not only the current student body, but also the pool of prospective students, the faculty itself,
and the institution.  The culture and economy of the United States is dependent upon higher
education for significant educational and cultural development and maintenance.
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Operational Definitions
This study will focus on terms that may be familiar to many readers.  However, in order
to standardize the meaning of those terms for reference in this study, the terms will be
operationally defined:
• Burnout is defined as an individual, psychological and/or physical response to work 
stressors involving feelings, attitudes, motives, and expectations; and, it is a negative
experience for  the individual, in that it concerns problems, distress, discomfort,
dysfunction, and/or negative consequences (Paine, 1982).  Burnout is generally
accepted in the literature as being made up of three components: emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment.
• Carnegie Doctoral/Research University-Extensive is a category of a higher education
institution which is bestowed by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching.  These universities offer a wide range of baccalaureate programs, and 
they are committed to graduate education through the doctorate.  These institutions
typically award 50 or more doctoral degrees a year across at least 15 disciplines 
(www.carnegiefoundation.org.html).
• Depersonalization is the cynicism aspect of burnout and is the component that
represents the interpersonal context dimension.  It refers to a negative, callous, or
excessively detached response to various aspects of the job (Maslach, Schaufeli, &
Leiter, 2001).
• Emotional Exhaustion represents the basic individual stress dimension of burnout and
refers to feelings of being overextended and depleted of one’s emotional and physical
resources (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).
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• Extrinsic Job Satisfaction has been described by Cherniss (1995) as that part of the
employment situation in which an employee perceives adequate reward, such as money,
status, and prestige/recognition being obtained through that employment.
• Full Time Faculty is defined as a full time employee of a university, working at least
nine months with regular teaching and research assignments, possessing either a
master’s or doctorate degree.
• General Job Satisfaction has been defined by Spector (cited in Hirschfeld, 2000, p. 255-
270)  as “the extent to which people like their jobs.”  Hirschfeld depicted job
satisfaction as an anticipatory emotional set when a worker undertakes work tasks, with
greater satisfaction and well-being.
• Helping Profession has been defined as any profession involving intensive interpersonal
activity between the professional and a group of individuals requiring assistance.  Those
occupations have customarily included;  nurses, physicians, attorneys, teachers,
psychologists, probation and parole officers as well as other law enforcement officers
(Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Kalimo, El-Batawi, & Cooper, 1987; Maslach, Schaufeli,
& Leiter, 2001; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).
• Higher Education is the educational activity provided to students at the post-secondary
level, in vocational-technical schools, junior colleges, four year colleges and
universities, and professional programs offered through graduate programs in
universities.
• Intrinsic Job Satisfaction is defined by Cherniss (1995) as a worker being satisfied with
aspects of employment such as “challenge, stimulation, and opportunities to utilize
valued skills”(p. 89).
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• Personal Accomplishment/Professional Efficacy represents the self-evaluation
dimension of burnout.  It refers to feelings of incompetence and a lack of achievement
and productivity at work (Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001).
• Recipient is defined as any individual participating as a beneficiary in the provision of
some type of human service, such as: food stamps, medical assistance, welfare benefits,
social security benefits, legal assistance, disability benefits, etc.  Various terms which
indicate an individual’s involvement in a program as a receiver of those services which
provides assistance in the human service fields include: recipient, student, client,
patient, offender, parolee, etc.
• Stress has been described by Selye (1983) as a response an individual makes when there
is a significant imbalance between demands of the environment and the individual’s
capability to respond.  Stress can have a negative effect, “dis-stress,” or positive effect,
“eu-stress.”  “As the environmental demands increase or the response capability of the
individual decreases, the likelihood of stress becoming a negative experience -- and
ultimately effecting a burned out state – becomes more probable” (Farber, 1983, p.14).
• Student is defined as any individual enrolled in a higher education  institution for the




REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter will be to serve as the foundation for the development of this
study.  The chapter is organized in the following sections: development of the concept of
burnout, burnout is more than stress, definition of burnout, symptoms of burnout, the effects of
burnout, who develops burnout, higher education and burnout, how burnout is measured, recent
studies of burnout in higher education, and variables to be studied in relation to faculty burnout
in higher education.
Development of the Concept of Burnout
Burnout is a term that has been used to describe observable symptoms an employee
presents in responding to the perceived demands and expectations of a stressful, non-rewarding
work place.  Historically, an early mention of the term burnout  has been credited to William
Shakespeare in his “The Passionate Pilgrim,” published in 1599. In a collection of poems
Shakespeare wrote of love, a woman  “...burnt out love, as soon as straw out burneth...”
(Enzmann & Kleiber, as cited in Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 2).  The concept of over doing,
over investing, with the outcome of using up the original emotion or energy to the experiential
expression of the reverse was the apparent meaning. 
Another description of burnout is found in a case-study by Schwartz and Will of a
psychiatric nurse, cited in Schaufelli and Enzmann (1998).  The individual who was the object of
the case-study “exhibits practically all the symptoms that were later to be identified as the typical 
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elements of burnout: emotional exhaustion, a callous and indifferent attitude towards patients,
and feelings of diminished accomplishment” (p. 2).
Partridge claimed to have found the expression “to burn oneself out” in English slang,
meaning “to work too hard and die early” (as cited in Schaufelli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 2). 
Schaufelli and Enzman also cite a Japanese expression described by Haratani, “karoshi,” which
had a similar meaning: “death by overwork, and can be considered the ultimate consequence of
burnout: a lethal depletion of energy”(p. 2).  The concept of burnout obviously has been
presented as a negative personal development.  
The term burnout did not acquire acceptance as a description of a psychological
phenomenon until Bradley applied it to “the helping professions when he proposed a new
organizational structure to counteract ‘staff burnout’ among probation officers”(cited in
Schaufelli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 2).  The burnout syndrome, as an official term designating
specific work related behaviors, has been credited to Herbert Freudenberger, a psychologist
specializing in psychoanalysis.  Freudenberger (Schaufeli & Enzman, 1998) described the
changes in work behaviors of new and inexperienced volunteers, recent graduates who were very
idealistic and highly committed to their work with drug addicts in a free clinic. The volunteers
presented a “gradual energy depletion and loss of motivation and commitment, which was
accompanied by a wide array of mental and physical symptoms” according to Schaufeli and
Enzman (1998, p. 3). Those symptoms developed over a period of approximately one year.  
The volunteers became less effective in working with their clientele, and likely became counter-
productive, perhaps doing less than good work with their drug addicted caseload.  Freudenberger
(1974) further described  the workers as they became somewhat harmful to themselves: they
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tended to become either overly emotional or unemotional, resorting frequently to poor decision
making in the work environment, with an increased reliance on alcohol or drugs themselves in
order to compensate for their negative feelings.
Another American researcher, Christina Maslach, a social psychologist, explored ways
that workers in demanding occupations could deal with the disappointments and frustrations
experienced on the job by utilizing learned defense strategies, such as “detached concern” and
“dehumanize” (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  Maslach conducted extensive interviews of
health care workers including “physicians, nurses, psychiatrists, and hospice counselors”
(Maslach, et al, 2001)  and found three general themes that developed from the initial qualitative
approach.  “First, many practitioners talked about being emotionally exhausted and drained of all
feeling.  Second, the interviewees developed negative perceptions and feelings about their
patients.  Finally, all too often the practitioners experienced a crisis in professional competence
as a result of the emotional turmoil” (Maslach, et al, 2001).  Upon the completion of her earliest
work, Maslach reportedly was discussing the qualitative research (upon which empirical
methods were later built) with an attorney, and found that lawyers had been referring to the same
phenomenon among themselves, and also called it “burnout” (Maslach, et al, 2001).
Burnout is More Than Stress
The literature describing burnout frequently includes the term “stress” as a major
contributor to the development of burnout (Armour, Caffarella, Furhman, & Wergin, 1987;
Cherniss, 1995; Dworkin, 1986; Farber, 1983; Freudenberger, 1983; Golembiewski &
Munzenrider, 1988; Kalimo, El-Batawi, & Cooper, 1987; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001;
Melendez & deGuzman, 1983; Pines & Aronson, 1988; Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1981; 
20
Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  The above referenced researchers also specifically refer to stress,
or stressors, as being only part of the overall development of burnout, however.      
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) refer to occupational stress and burnout as being
specifically focused on the occupational setting, and were essentially the same construct. 
Occupational stress, by their definition, “is a more generic term that refers to any affect-laden
negative experience that is caused by an imbalance between job demands and the response
capability of the worker”(p. 8).  There is a consensus, according to Schaufeli and Enzmann, that
“occupational stress” has been traditionally studied in the industrial settings, with “burnout”
being studied primarily in the human services settings.  There also seems to be a more practical
approach to occupational stress due to there being a more direct relation to corporate profitability
in terms of production and worker benefits costs.  
Farber (1983) explains that burnout and stress are often confused or equated.  However,
the difference, according to Farber, is that burnout is usually a result of  “unmediated
stress”(p.14) which has continued for some time.  There has been no way “out” or support
system for the sufferer, which continues to exacerbate the situation into advanced stages of stress
with the development of physical symptoms and then burnout.  Farber adds that stress is
frequently considered, or viewed, as being all negative.  
However, as provided by Selye (1983), a succinct definition of stress  “ is the nonspecific
response of the body to any demand”(p. v).  In Selye’s early work on stress, he delineated stress
as having two parameters: stress could be positive or beneficial, eustress, and bring about growth
or adjustment; or, stress could be negative or harmful, distress, which brings about some type of
negative response in the form of physiological malfunction and/or social dysfunction.   The
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difference, again, between stress and burnout is both the length of time involving the strain and
the outcome, with the continuing occupational focus.
Definition of Burnout
Understanding what burnout is may only be partially beneficial in determining the extent
of occurrence such that measures can be taken to quantify the occurrence of burnout within an
individual.  Burnout, which is not a formal, officially-accepted, diagnostic label, has been
described in many handbooks of Health Psychology and Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, yet has not been included in publications based on Abnormal Psychology or
Psychiatry.  Definitions of burnout “have included:  (a) to fail, wear out, become exhausted;  (b)
a loss of creativity; (c) a loss of commitment for work; (d) an estrangement from clients, co-
workers, job, and agency; (e) a response to the chronic stress of making it to the top; and finally
(f) a syndrome of inappropriate attitudes toward clients and toward self, often associated with
uncomfortable physical and emotional symptoms” (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993, p. 623). 
Officially recognized and accepted diagnostic classification systems, such as the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition, Text Revision (DSM-IV
TR) and the International Classification of Mental and Behavioral Disorders (ICD-10) have not
included burnout as a specific diagnostic classification due to the lack of inclusion by psychiatric
research.  However, several diagnostic classifications approach the inclusion of burnout as a
distinct syndrome (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 54.).  
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) cited the perception of psychiatrists Bibeau, Dussault 
and Larouche who have expressed that burnout is a syndrome included in the DSM-IV
classification of Adjustment Disorders and as such does not warrant a distinctly separate
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classification.  Schaufeli and Enzmann referred to that description as:
the development of clinically significant emotional or behavioral symptoms
in response to an identifiable psycho social stressor or stressors.  The symptoms
must develop within 3 months of the onset of the stressor(s).  The clinical 
significance of the reaction is indicated either by marked distress that is in
excess of what would be expected given the nature of the stressor, or by 
impairment in social or occupational (academic) functioning . . . By definition, an
Adjustment Disorder must resolve with 6 months of the termination of the 
stressor (p. 55).
The DSM-IV, according to Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998), describes six types of
Adjustment Disorders which “are distinguished, depending on the predominance of particular
symptoms, such as depressed mood, anxiety, or disturbance of conduct.  The consensus, between
Schaufeli and Enzmann and their interpretation of Bibeau (et al, cited in Schaufeli & Enzmann,
1998) is that “the unspecified subtype, in the DSM-IV, comes closest to burnout:”
This subtype should be used for maladaptive reactions (such as physical 
complaints, social withdrawal, or work or academic inhibition) to psycho 
social stressors that are not classifiable as one of the specific subtypes of 
Adjustment Disorder (p. 55).
The DSM-IV-TR does offer the classification entitled “V Codes (for other conditions that
may be a focus of clinical attention),”(DSM-IV-TR, p. 5, 2000) other than the major diagnostic
classifications, which is “V.62.2 Occupational Problem:”  This category can be used when the
focus of clinical attention is an occupational problem that is not due to a mental disorder or, if it
is due to a mental disorder, is not sufficiently severe to warrant independent clinical attention. 
Examples include job dissatisfaction and uncertainty about career choices (p. 741).
Frequent reference in the literature is made to an individual exhibiting burnout having
had an initial enthusiasm and zest for the work which has been lost (Cedoline, 1982; Cherniss,
1980; Cherniss, 1995; Enzmann & Kleiber, 1989; Freudenberger & Richelson, 1980; Maslach &
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Schaufeli, 1993; Paine, 1982).  Burnout, as explained by Schaufeli and Enzmann, (1998) is “not
due to incompetence, major psycho pathology, family-related problems, or severe fatigue due to
monotonous work or high work load because these are not necessarily accompanied by feelings
of incompetence or lowered productivity”(p. 56).  
Pines, Aronson, and Kafry (1981) related that “ ...in order to burnout a person needs to
have been on fire at one time, at some point in his/her employment” (p. 4).  Pines (et al.) related
that burnout: 
is insidious in that it usually does not occur as the result of one or two traumatic
events but sneaks up through a general erosion of the spirit.  Tragically, burnout 
impacts precisely those individuals who had once been among the most idealistic 
and enthusiastic.  In other words, if individuals entered a given profession with a
cynical attitude, they would be unlikely to burnout; but if those who entered had 
a strong desire to give of themselves to others - and actually felt helpful, excited, 
and idealistic during their early years on the job - they would be more susceptible
to the most severe burnout (p. 4).
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998, p.33) cited Brill as offering a more definite description of
burnout: “burnout is an expectationally mediated, job-related, dysphoric and dysfunctional state
in an individual without major psycho pathology who has (1) functioned for a time at adequate
performance and affective levels in the same job situation and who (2) will not recover to
previous levels without outside help or environmental rearrangement.”
A diagnostic label in the ICD-10, as long as it is work-related, might be used in
addressing the occurrence of burnout in an individual (Schaufeli & Enzmann, p. 56).  That label
is Neurasthenia, and the diagnosis requires (ICD-10, pp. 192-193):
either persistent and distressing complaints of feelings of exhaustion after
minor mental effort, or persistent and distressing complaints of  feelings of 
fatigue and bodily weakness after minimal physical effort; at least one of
the following six distress symptoms: muscular aches and pain, dizziness, 
tension headaches, sleep disturbance, inability to relax, or irritability;  that 
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the patient is unable to recover from the symptoms by means of rest, relaxation 
or entertainment;  that the duration of the disorder is at least three months;  
that the criteria for any more specific disorders do not apply.
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) specified the necessity of including “work-related” in any
reference to burnout, and that has not been included in either the DSM-IV or the ICD-10.  
Without the inclusion of “work-related,” in reference to specific stressors, burnout is not a
specific category (Schaufeli, et al, p. 57).
Symptoms of Burnout
Burnout has become more accepted as the term utilized for describing “a condition
experienced by employees in professions involving a high degree of contact with other people”
(Kalimo & Mejman, 1987, p. 26).  Burnout has been defined as “a response to chronic emotional
stress with three components: (a) emotional and/or physical exhaustion; (b) lowered job
productivity; and (c) over-depersonalization.”   Kalimo and Mejman (1987, p. 27) summarized
from a comprehensive review of studies on the “burnout” syndrome that additional symptoms
can be included, “such as low morale, a negative attitude towards patients, clients, or similar
types of person at work, a cynical attitude towards the achievement of working goals,
exaggerated confidence expressed in overt behavior, absenteeism, frequent changes of job, and
other escapist behavior such as using drugs.” Kalimo and Mejman  further stated that burnout
can not be described in terms of a “single index,” but has three components with three major
symptom categories of stress:  physical symptoms  -  physical exhaustion;  symptoms connected
with attitudes and feelings  -  emotional exhaustion, over-depersonalization;  and, behavioral
symptoms  -   lowered job accomplishment, lowered productivity.  
These same three dimensions are repeatedly referred to as “key dimensions . . . an
overwhelming exhaustion, feelings of cynicism and detachment from the job, and a sense of
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ineffectiveness and lack of accomplishment”(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001, p. 397). 
Maslach (et al) expressed the interpretation that:
 the exhaustion aspect component represents the basic individual stress dimension 
of burnout.  It refers to feelings of being overextended and depleted of one’s 
emotional and physical resources.  The cynicism (or depersonalization) component
represents the interpersonal context dimension of burnout.  It refers to a negative,
callous, or excessively detached response to various aspects of the job.  The 
component of reduced efficacy or accomplishment represents the self-evaluation 
dimension of burnout.  It refers to feelings of incompetence and a lack of 
achievement and productivity at work (p. 397).
Symptoms of individuals experiencing burnout range from “anxiety to lack of zeal,”
according to Schaufeli and Enzman (1998, p.19.),  who have compiled a list of 132 symptoms
associated with burnout (see Appendix A, Tables 1, 2, and 3) obtained from works of many
authors including Beemsterboer and Baum (1984), Burisch (1989), Einsiedel and Tully (1982), 
Kahill (1988), Maher (1983), Cordes and Dougherty (1993), Freudenberger (1974), and Paine
(1982)(as cited in Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  Schaufeli and Enzmann categorized the list
according to a five cluster model of psychological symptoms including:  affective, cognitive,
physical, behavioral, and motivational.  Schaufeli and Enzmann increased the distinction of the
symptoms by delineating three levels on which burnout may occur:  individual, interpersonal,
and organizational (see Appendix A: Tables 1, 2, and 3).
Affective Symptoms
The description of affective symptoms provide the appearance of “a gloomy, tearful and
depressed mood” (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 25).  A person has used up a great portion of
his or her energy for a considerable time dealing with an emotional situation “which can lead to
undefined fears, anxiety and nervous tension.”  At the interpersonal level, the individual may
present as “irritable and oversensitive” as well as “cool and unemotional.”  Emotional control,
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influenced by lessened emotional empathy for the client population, is likely decreased which
allows “bursts of anger” to occur.  This brings about an increased feeling of being uncomfortable
in the work environment lowering job satisfaction (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). 
Cognitive Symptoms
At the cognitive level, a burned-out individual will likely feel “helpless, hopeless and
powerless” (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 25).  The individual may think that he/she is out of
control and fear “going crazy.”  An increasing sense of doom, isolation, and inability to perform
develops which becomes a major area upon which the individual is preoccupied.  Concentration
on particular work tasks may be impaired.  The individual becomes forgetful, making numerous
“minor mistakes and errors in letters, files, notes, meetings, and interviews.”  Rigidity in
thinking increases, leaving little interpretation of the gray areas and decision making becomes
more problematic.  Isolation of the individual among professional peers increases since there is
an increasing tendency to not deal with reality. 
Physical Symptoms
Physical distress developed by an individual experiencing burnout may take several
forms.  According to Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) there are three categories into which the 
physical symptoms may be assigned:  indefinite physical distress complaints, psychosomatic
disorders, and physiological reactions (p. 26).
Vague, indefinite physical distress complaints including headaches, nausea, dizziness,
restlessness, nervous tics, and muscle pains, particularly neck and lower back pain have been
described by Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998).  Hyperventilation with attendant sensations (such
as prickling limbs, dry throat, heart palpitations, and heavy perspiration) tend to increase
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personal concern regarding adequacy and exacerbate other areas of perceived value and
competence (such as sexual performance, weight control, chronic fatigue, and drowsiness).
Some individuals suffering from burnout develop “psychosomatic responses to the on-
going stress in the form of physical problems such as ulcers, gastric-intestinal disorders, and
coronary heart disease” (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p.27).  Additionally, individuals with
burnout tend to have frequently recurring colds and flu, an increased susceptibility to viral
infections.  “Flare-ups of pre-existing disorders like asthma, diabetes or rheumatoid arthritis are
sometimes observed,” and since many burned-out individuals seem to gravitate toward “high
risk-taking behaviors,” in order to validate themselves or take their mind off the frustrations and
stress experienced at work, there is an increased occurrence of physical injuries (Schaufeli &
Enzmann,  p. 27).  Hypertension, increased heart rate and respiration rate, as well as high levels
of serum cholesterol have also been linked to burnout (Kalimo & Mejman, 1987;  Schaufeli &
Enzmann, 1998). 
Behavioral Symptoms
           The helping professional may become aggressive with increasing conflict both at work
and elsewhere, which has been “considered inappropriate and unprofessional” (Schaufeli &
Enzmann, 1998, p. 28).  The individual becomes socially isolated and more withdrawn, both
physically and mentally, from social contacts with others at work including the clients.  “One of
the most obvious characteristics of burnout is the decreased involvement with recipients.  The
initial zest and vigor has turned into its opposite: the professional now responds in a detached
and mechanical manner”(p. 28). Behaviorally, interpersonal relationships both on the job and
away from work are increasingly at risk with conflict.  When burnout symptoms and work
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problems are brought home, they become a center of attention interfering with interpersonal
relations increasing conflict with family members.   Conner (1994) found that marital
relationships do not always act as a buffer from burnout of the spouse if the burnout is severe. 
Other individual perceptions develop regarding lack of satisfaction, performance, and ability
which exacerbate the burnout situation.  
At the organizational level, there becomes a more easily observed reduction of personal
and work effectiveness, poor work performance, and greatly reduced productivity (Cordes &
Dougherty, 1993;  Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  More
errors are made, fewer clients are helped, and there is a general feeling of inequity and
resentment.  The burned-out individual may be increasingly tardy to work, early to leave, taking
more time off, or perhaps stealing from the organization in an effort to restore the “equity
balance with the organization.”  Withdrawal and poor commitment are further described by
Schaufelli and Enzmann (1998, p. 29) as frequent clock watching, being inflexible, unable to
make independent decisions, and becoming increasingly skeptical, “the house cynic”(p. 29).  
Motivational Symptoms
The individual seems to have lost the original feelings experienced as a new employee:
“zeal, enthusiasm, interest, and idealism are lost”(Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998, p. 29).  The
contrast develops: “disillusionment, disappointment and resignation set in.”  The individual
developing burnout may have found that the initial expectations were perhaps unreal or
impossible to satisfy and becomes “demoralized.”  The individual presents a “loss of genuine
interest in recipients, indifference, and discouragement.  The burned-out professional is ‘sick and
tired’ of all those recipients who ask for help, support, advice, attention, or care”(Schaufeli &
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Enzmann, p. 29).  And, there are occasions when personal and social demands of the
professional take precedence over the initial “idealism and drive” leading to unethical behavior. 
Schaufeli and Enzman add that over-involvement with the client population might sometimes be
viewed as an early stage of burnout.
The organization suffers as the individual develops poor work motivation, a strong
resistance to go to work and the professional’s initiative is dampened.  Additionally, enthusiasm
and involvement have transformed to  resignation, withdrawal, and low morale.  Burnout has
also been attributed to “an emotional contagion.”  Burnout in human services agencies is like a
staph infection in hospitals: it gets around.  It spreads from clients to staff, from one staff
member to another, and from staff back to clients.  “Perhaps it ought to be called ‘staff
infection’”(Edelwich & Brodsky, 1980, p. 25). 
What Are the Effects of Burnout?
The focus of burnout has traditionally been in the area of the individual and the job.  Job
performance, personal interactions, individual health issues due to the effects of stress have been
examined carefully and extensively (Cherniss, 1980; Cherniss, 1995; Kalimo, El-Batawi, &
Cooper, 1987; Paine, 1982; Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1981; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). 
Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter (2001) expand the effects of burnout from the individual’s specific
performance on the job to the individual’s activities, responses and interactions with coworkers,
superiors, and into the non-work world.  Strong links between burnout and substance abuse have
been reported.  Individuals exhibiting symptoms of burnout on the job have been linked to “job
withdrawal, absenteeism, intention to leave the job, and actual turnover”(Maslach, et al, 2001).   
For some individuals suffering from burnout, a sense of “entrapment” (Dworkin, 1986, p. 25)
develops which adds to the negativity already experienced.
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Obviously, for those individuals who do not leave that disappointing employment, work
productivity and effectiveness are affected.  There is additional organizational concern in that the
condition has a negative effect on others working in close proximity, and there is likely increased
personal conflict and job task disruption.  This develops in an almost “contagious” manner and
perpetuates itself (Maslach, et al, 2001) much as Edelwich and Brodsky (1980) have referred to
as “staff infection.”  A “spillover” effect into worker’s nonwork life is being seen by some
researchers (Burke & Greenglass, as cited in Maslach, et al, 2001).  The same interpersonal
effects evidenced at the work site can be carried over into the individual’s personal, non work
life, and influence family and social relationships.  However, work problems preempt problems
in other areas.
Burnout has been linked to the perceptions that service recipients (clients, patients or
students) develop regarding the service provider, such as a therapist, physician, or teacher.  The
intense stress load of daily patient care for many physicians has been implicated with less than
adequate diagnosis and care (Zaslove, 2001).  Sciacchitano, Goldstein and DiPlacido (2001)
described the effects of burnout among radiologic technicians in that not only are the technicians
affected in their direct work responsibilities, but also because of poor professional self-concepts
which bring about a loss of empathy for their patients, which effects the bottom-line of any
business,  cost/benefit returns.  Nienhouse and Smith (2000) explored the effects of burnout on
physical therapist assistants and recommended that students be monitored throughout their
training program in order to combat the effects, which might help assistants and employers
control burnout levels and maintain quality care for patients.  McCarthy and Frieze (1999) found
similar results in their study addressing client perceptions of their psycho-therapists:  if the
therapist seemed burned out, the clients were less likely to be satisfied with their own therapy.  
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Who Develops Burnout?
Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (2001), Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998), Kalimo, El-
Batawa, and Cooper (198), Cherniss (1995), Cherniss (1980),  Paine (1982), Pines, Aronson, and
Kafry (1981) have described many demographic variables that influence the development of
burnout, related in this review, as well as personality characteristics of individuals more prone to
developing burnout.   From their research, burnout occurs more frequently and more intensely
among individuals who seem to exhibit a lower level of hardiness, lower involvement in daily
activities, a sense of lowered control over events and openness to change, and generally have an
external locus of control (“which is attributing events and achievements to powerful others or to
chance rather to themselves”)(Maslach, et al, 2001).   Additionally, some individuals who are
burned out tend to cope with stressful events in a passive, defensive way, even though the type
“A” personality is affected more often.  
Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) related that research on the “big five personality
dimensions” has indicated a strong link to “neuroticism,” which they described as “trait anxiety,
hostility, depression, self-consciousness, and vulnerability; neurotic individuals are emotionally 
unstable and prone to psychological distress.”  She adds to that dimension the Jungian “feeling
type.”
From the occupational perspective, individuals who have a high likelihood for
developing burnout are those who are in professional areas of employment having considerable
person to person contact, primarily the helping professions (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001;
Cherniss, 1995; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  That burnout prone professional is generally
either younger or inexperienced, given to having unrealistically high expectations of the
employment situation, and often is very idealistic.
32
With the propensity of western culture to “blame the victim,” the individual has been the
typical focus for burnout research.  Some authors have, however, explored the influence that
organizations exert through work conditions and expectations that exacerbate the development of
burnout in susceptible individuals (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998; Maslach, et al, 2001).  Schaufeli
and Enzmann (1998), having performed extensive research on burnout in international settings,
related to the different attitudes observed between the United States and Europe in that employee
assistance programs “receive little attention in Europe” due to the cultural tendency of the
“occupational welfare tradition because their focus is on adapting the employee instead of
improving the working conditions or the work environment”(p. 178).
What Are the Causes of Burnout?
Understanding the symptoms of burnout and who the likely candidates for developing
burnout  is one direction in developing an explanation of what brings those problems out in a
burnout prone individual.  The most apparent focus typically begins with the demographic
characteristics, or individual propensities/situations in life which render someone susceptible to
burnout.  Cordes and Dougherty (1990) explored by meta analysis the relationship between
numerous demographic variables and the three burnout components (see Appendix Table:
Variables and Burnout) and found overall consistency on patterns of individuals with certain
characteristics. Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) also have reviewed studies, as well as
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998), with general agreement as to personal, demographic indicators
of those individuals likely to develop burnout. However, those will be explored in the section
addressing variables of this study.
 Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001), Schaufeli and Enzman (1998) have suggested that
there may be factors which present situations to which individuals are exposed, that enable
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frustration, disappointment, and animosity to develop, just as Freudenberger (1974) earlier
described.  Employment situations in which there are more direct, more numerous, longer lasting
encounters/exposure with clients/students having long term problems set the stage for burnout. 
The frequent highly emotionally charged interactions with a professional having idealistic
expectations with someone having chronic, almost unsolvable problems and unrealistic
expectations themselves, will increase not only frustration but stress, and in the long term,
burnout (Cherniss, 1980; Dworkin, 1986; Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1981).  
Another aspect of problematic employment would be a work situation in which an
individual perceives that the work goals are unattainable.  This has been referred to as “role
overload” by Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001).  Another important
employment/occupational influence has been found to be “role conflict and role ambiguity”
(Maslach, et al, 1996; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998)  when there is incongruity or incompatibility
of job expectations by the worker.  The individual may have anticipated certain work attributes,
such as appropriate feedback from superiors, clearly stated and achievable goals, specific
assignments or projects, or rewards, such as recognition for effort expended or accomplishments
upon the entry into employment.  With the passage of time on the job, those expectations may
not be fulfilled, which could be quite a let down to the employee.  When combined with the
other setbacks described, some employees will respond by either leaving the employment in
pursuit of more fulfilling work, or stay and continue to deteriorate.  
Some researchers have identified the lack of social support from coworkers and
supervisors as a causal link to burnout (Cordes & Dougherty, 1990; Maslach, Schaufeli, &
Leiter, 2001).  The socialization of new workers to the job site as to what is expected with the
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clientele/students, administration, promotion, and other job/work outcomes or benefits evolves
around communication as a two-way activity.  Some of the most influential communication has
been reported to be the job interview which is the initial point of establishing performance
expectations by both the employee and employer.  Ellig (1998) described a sense of entitlement
that many new employees bring into the workplace which, when confronted with the current
realities of the work world, tend to clash in varying degrees and intensities once the new person
is on the job.
Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (1996) offer areas of need for additional research.  With
considerable data accumulated on the demographic variables indicating great diversity within the
workplace, which suggests the necessity for caution in interpreting results from studies, and the
global nature of burnout as expounded upon by Kalimo, El-Batawi, and Mostafa (1987), further
research has been encouraged utilizing variables beyond those demographic variables
customarily used.  The exploration of other possible work site influences, such as the work itself,
pay, promotion, supervision, people on the job, and satisfaction with job in general, although
recommended by many authors, has not been adequately explored.  Those areas have not been
addressed within the literature focusing on higher education faculty burnout.
Higher Education
Higher education is that educational activity performed in post-secondary institutions
offering vocational-technical training, associate degrees, baccalaureate degrees, and
graduate/professional degrees.  The focus in this study will be on Carnegie Research Extensive
Universities, offering graduate and professional degrees through the doctorate level, in publicly
accessible programs in the United States.  
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Higher Education Faculty and Burnout
Armour, Caffarella, Fuhrmann, and Wergin (1987), open a chapter on the occurrence of
burnout among higher education faculty in Seldin’s (Ed.) Coping with Faculty Stress (1987) by
presenting the following description of a professor suffering from burnout:
The professor is habitually late for class and often wonders in mid-class why in 
the world he is teaching this subject to these students - ‘Do they really care about 
Emily Dickinson: More important, do I really care?’  He finds he is increasingly 
upset with the way the administration is running the place and finally admits he really
does not like the chair, dean, or vice president.  He will go to another professional
conference only if the dean insists in writing, and will himself write a scholarly 
piece longer than a letter only on the occasion of a manned landing on Venus.  He
refuses to sit on another curriculum committee because he has already heard all the
arguments for completely revamping the department’s offerings, and he thinks that 
he probably wrote the proposal the last time this was done a decade and a half ago
anyway.  He no longer even tries to learn the names of new assistant professors, even
though he believes they will be running the department within the year.  He finds that 
he cannot wait to get home after class for a couple of glasses of sherry, or beer 
if sherry is no longer in the budget because his last raise was not what it should have 
been and his son’s orthodontist bill cannot be put off any longer.  He begins to take
serious interest in the university’s early retirement plan and wonders if his long-time
hobby of raising orchids could be somehow turned to profit (p. 3).
Increasing demands in the university setting increase the emotional load on the faculty. 
After having completed their respective professional training programs, some requiring
education through the masters level but most requiring the terminal degree, Ph.D., dealing with
the same problems repeatedly tends to wear heavily on an individual’s dedication.  Melendez
and deGuzman (1983) relate in the foreword to their book: 
a highly talented and enthusiastic individual is hired to perform a particular job. 
Having demonstrated success at that job, other tasks and responsibilities are 
assigned or accepted.  As financial conditions worsen, responsibilities continue 
to expand while support staff and services shrink.  Frustration builds as the 
individual is no longer able to achieve the level of excellence once considered 
normal.  Finally, exhausted from working long hours, new patterns of behavior 
emerge in order to face a job that is no longer enjoyable.  Eventually, the
 individual either quits or develops a coping mentality and work pattern that makes
survival possible until retirement.  In short, the individual’s enthusiasm and 
commitment have burned out.
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Faculty may view the institution as having changed the “psychological contract,” the
initial employment relationship between individual and organization. “Lack of trust and
confidence in management influences turnover, increases stress, uncertainty, and feelings of
inequity, which amplify other difficulties”(Ellig, 1998; Singh, 1998, p. 68).   The “professional
mystique”(Cherniss, 1995),  perhaps initially anticipated and experienced during training and
early employment, is slowly ground away.  
Problems develop in the classroom, in the department, in the university, and are
perceived in the society at large which then challenge the professor’s status quo as a professional
and faculty member.  Tenure, the standard of security and reward for performance, is being
challenged not only by administration but also by the faculty (Altback and Lewis, 1995; Staples,
1997)  with questionable alternatives being considered by the greater society, the university and
the profession.  Even the economy, becoming more “globally” oriented, is providing need for
adjustment in the comfortable mind-set previously accepted.  And, with the current recession in
full bloom, possibilities for job change, a previously available escape for a burned out higher
education faculty member, seem less likely than before.  Escape from the perceived employment 
disappointments seems more unlikely than ever with the economic down turn, slashed budgets,
reduced mobility, employment opportunities, and uncertain futures.
The job itself is becoming increasingly challenging for many faculty.  The diverse
student body, no longer what may have previously been seen as “traditional,” with young high
school graduates aiming for acquisition of knowledge, skills, and attributes preparing them for
employment/careers, has become older, increasingly diverse with varied learning styles,
languages and cultural backgrounds (The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac, Chronicle of
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Higher Education, 9-3-99).  The non-traditional students may seem more difficult to reach and
teach than those the faculty may have been trained to deal with or expected to encounter upon
initial employment.  
The administrations continue to “examine” alternatives in order for the university to
remain competitive.  More and more adjunct/part-time instructors are hired, who carry their own
problems of insecurity, disappointment, and inadequacy, displacing a sense of permanency in
many departments (Gappa, 1984; Leslie, Kellams, & Gunne, 1982).   Essentially, this increasing
number of non-tenured faculty has been considered as  “new migrant workers”(Nelson, 1999),
who could be looked upon as undercutting the prevailing wage, or as choosing to work for very
little.   Projections indicate an increasing percentage of part-time faculty, from over 40%
currently, throughout higher education (The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac, “The
Nation: Faculty and Staff,” 8-27-99, p. 38). The current overall picture of higher education may
strike a tenured/tenure track faculty member, or other onlooker, as rather gloomy and uninviting,
with a disappointing future.  The student/customer in this adventurous, long term investment
called higher education also may be influenced by their perceptions of the faculty and the
faculty’s responses as the student tries to navigate an uncertain course in determining and
preparing for their future.
How Is Burnout Measured?
With the increased acceptance of a common definition of what burnout  is based on, and
an increasing shift “to more systematic empirical research . . . which was more quantitative in
nature, utilizing questionnaire and survey methodology and studying larger subject
populations”(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001), a number of instruments were developed by
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different authors, in the form of self-report survey/questionnaire instruments, to assess burnout. 
Self-report instruments have been developed in order to capture an individual’s perception of
his/her response to work-related stress and three of those instruments, the Staff Burnout Scale for
Health Professionals (SBS), the Tedium Scale, and  the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), will
be briefly described.
The Staff Burnout Scale for Health Professionals (SBS)
The SBS, developed by J. Jones (as cited in Arthur, 1990) is an instrument which has 30
items in a questionnaire/self-report form.  It is based on Maslach’s (1981) definition of burnout
and provides statements which require responses of agreement-disagreement.  There is a built-in
10 item lie scale “to identify tendencies to ‘fake good.’” The SBS “assesses the adverse
psychological, physiological, and behavioral dimensions of the burnout syndrome,” and has 20
items addressing burnout according to Maslach’s operational definition.  Higher scores on the
SBS have been shown to significantly correlate “with job attrition rates, absenteeism, personal
illness, longer breaks, increased alcohol and drug abuse, and employee theft” due to stress
reactions related to burnout in health professionals (Arthur,1990, p. 186).
The Tedium Scale
The Tedium Scale, developed by Pines and Kafry, “uses a broader definition in  the
conceptualization of chronic stress,” according to Archer (1990, p.187).  Although both concepts
of tedium and burnout may “share the basic concepts of physical, emotional, and mental
exhaustion, . . . and resulting symptoms are similar,” the difference is in their origin.  Based on
the interpretation of Pines, Aronson, and Kafry (1981)  “tedium can be the result of any
prolonged chronic pressures (mental, physical, and emotional exhaustion); burnout is the result
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of constant or repeated emotional pressure associated with an intense involvement with people
over long periods of time” (p.15).  Burnout, according to Arthur’s interpretation, is a facet of
tedium, with tedium “based on the larger scope of chronic pressure in which working with others
may be a causal factor;  however, it is also an expression of satisfaction with life in
general”(Arthur, 1990, p. 187). 
 The Tedium Scale is a self report instrument, containing 21 items.  Individuals are “asked
to rate the frequency of their experiences about work or life, how they feel today or in general
(e.g., being mentally exhausted, feeling despair).  Responses are made on a 7 level Likert scale
ranging from (one) 1 (never) to (seven) 7 (always) (Arthur, 1990, p. 187).
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI)
The MBI was developed by Maslach and Jackson (1981) to obtain the individual
worker’s responses to three aspects of burnout according to Maslach and Jackson’s definition of
burnout: “an overwhelming exhaustion, the feelings of being overextended and depleted of one’s
emotional and physical resources;   feelings of cynicism and detachment from the job, a
negative, callous, or excessively detached response to various aspects of the job;  and, a sense of
ineffectiveness and lack of accomplishment, the self-evaluation or feeling of incompetence and
lack of achievement and productivity at work”(as cited in Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  
Arthur (1990) related that the MBI assesses burnout in the form of a self-report questionnaire,
and requires respondents to rate their choice on a Likert-type scale.  The three subscales
contained in the instrument require a response rating of “the intensity and frequency of their
(affective) experience along a response scale ranging from 1 (very mild) to 7 (very strong)”(p.
186).  The MBI can be completed in about 15 minutes, and administered either individually or
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by group.  Scoring of the 22-item instrument is quickly achieved by the researcher with a key. 
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) relate that the definition of burnout is based on what the MBI
asks for, because that instrument has become the most utilized instrument for measuring burnout
world wide and has an extensive empirical research supported data base. 
MBI cut-offs were developed for each of the three scales as indicators of the  severity of
burnout among individuals, or categorization.  Levels of burnout could then be related to in
meaningful comparison.  (See Appendix B: Categorization of MBI Scores.)  Caution in
interpretation is recommended, however, as consideration must be given to the population
studied, the culture of the work setting, as well as the nationality where the research is being
carried out (Kalimo & Mejman, 1987; Maslach, Jackson & Leiter, 1996; Schaufeli & Enzmann,
1998; Schutte, Tappinen, Kalimo, & Schaufeli, 2000).  There may be distinct occupational
nuances operating as influences, subtle variations among occupations and samples as evident in
the Table (see Appendix C) addressing “Summary of Relationship Between Demographic
Variables and the Burnout Components”(Cordes & Dougherty, 1993).  
Model of Burnout Phases and Measurement
Golembiewski, Munzenrider, and Stevenson (1986) developed an approach toward
looking at burnout in terms of progressive phases such that there may be “an emphasis on
heightening stress-coping capabilities by individuals, rather than on reducing the stress-inducing
potential in a work setting”(p. 5), or developing and applying interventions.  They utilized the
MBI and an additional instrument, the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) developed by Hackman and
Oldham (1980), in determining a “phase” of burnout by a series of statistical calculations. 
However, that methodology has not proven competitive to the use of the MBI alone as an
41
indicator of burnout. Golumbiewski, R., Munzenrider, R., and Stevenson, J. (1986), concluded
after examining the  works of both Maslach and Freudenberger, that  “...since there are various
stages of burnout...,” interventions “...may also be used to help the person who is in the process
of burning out and who has not yet quite burnt out completely” (as cited  in Golumbiewski, et al,
1986, p. 4).   Golumbiewski et al (1986, p. 4) presented a model of the influence of stress from
their review of literature:
Can generate eustress, leads to positive
      / which energizes or     -----> outcomes, such as
   / motivates individuals,  individual health
/ and which and high productivity
Stressors, of
which the — or — 
world is full
\ Can generate distress induce negative
   \ which strains or outcomes, such as
      \ herniates individuals,     -----> individual dis-ease
and which can accumu- and low productivity
late sufficiently to
Golumbiewski (et al) described burnout as a continuum, with almost anyone developing some
burnout at almost anytime there is a stressor.
Additionally, Golembiewski later altered his perspective on burnout “phases,”
and concentrated on a different approach in determining the “seriousness” of an individual’s
burnout level.  He utilized “cut-off” scores on the MBI as indicators of level of burnout, yet
expressed caution in that levels of burnout, and the responses to the three components, varies
according to occupation and nation (Golembiewski, Boudreau, & Munzenrider, 1996), which 
has also been concluded by other researchers (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).
Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (1996) present a process model of burnout that indicates
predictors for each of the three subscales of the MBI-HSS (Maslach Burnout Inventory - Human
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Services Scales) in their MBI Manual (Maslach, et al, 1996, p. 36) .  Although this model 
was developed utilizing human services data, the only difference between that scale and the
Educator’s Scale is the terminology addressing recipient and student.  The model indicates a 
path of stressors, including work demands (such as work overload and personal conflict) and 
lack of resources (such as diminished control coping, social support, autonomy, and decision
involvement) increasing the development of burnout (exhaustion leading to cynicism and
depersonalization, to diminished accomplishment and efficacy), and leading to the outcome 
of both individual and organizational costs (such as diminished organizational commitment,
turnover and absenteeism, and physical illness).
Recent Studies of Burnout in Higher Education
Ponquinette’s Study of Burnout Among Higher Education Faculty
Ponquinette (1991) explored the relationships between higher education faculty burnout
in eight, selected, small, private liberal arts colleges in the Chicago area and selected variables.
The demographic variables included:  gender (male and female);  number of dependent children
(0 through 4);  marital status (single, married, divorced, widowed, no answer);  employment
contract (tenure, rolling contract, one year/non-tenure, and other);  rank (instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor, and professor).  
Another variable investigated was academic/employment discipline utilizing Biglan’s
1973 model of eight areas in higher education:  hard-nonlife-pure;  hard-life-pure;  soft-nonlife-
pure;   soft-life-pure;   hard-nonlife-applied;   hard-life-applied;   soft-nonlife-applied;   and soft-
life-applied (Biglan, 1973).  Ponquinette also included time in this employment and salary as
demographic variables.
43
Additional areas of investigation included job satisfaction and faculty burnout on the
three subscales within the Maslach Burnout Inventory-Form Ed (MBI-Form ED),: emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of personal accomplishment.  Instrumentation also
included the Demographic Data Questionnaire developed by Ponquinete.  The short form of the
Facet-Free Job Satisfaction Scale (JOBSAT) by Quinn and Staines (1979)(as cited in
Ponquinette, 1991) was  utilized to capture job satisfaction data.
The research questions addressed in Ponquinette’s (1991) study were:
1.  What is the frequency of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of
personal accomplishment experienced among full-time college faculty?
2.  Is there a relationship between the frequency of emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and lack of personal accomplishment, experienced by full-time
college faculty and their demographic characteristics (discipline, rank, tenure,
number of years at college, salary, age, gender, marital status, number of
children), and job satisfaction?
3.  Is there a difference in the frequency of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and lack of personal accomplishment experienced by full-time college faculty for
hard and soft, life and nonlife, and applied and pure academic disciplines?
Ponquinette’s (1991) available sample consisted of selected 50% of the full-time faculty
(including those with administrative responsibility) from eight small private liberal arts colleges
belonging to the Associated Colleges of the Chicago Area (ACCA).  The selected sample was
650, and the response was 395 (60.8%) after follow-up mailing.  The colleges had affiliation
with either Protestant or Catholic denominations, and had at least 500 students but no more than
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2,000 students enrolled.  The eight colleges were selected from the 15 colleges in the association
by picking from blind ballot selection of identical ballots in a box.
Data analysis consisted of utilizing both descriptive and inferential statistics. 
Ponquinette (1991)  utilized the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSSX) to analyze
the data.  Multiple regression was used to test the relationship between the three frequency
subscales of the MBI Form Ed and the demographic variables simultaneously considered.  A
forced entry procedure was used to test the relationship of the nine demographic variables and
job satisfaction and the three MBI Form Ed subscales, Emotional Exhaustion (EE),
Depersonalization (DP), and Personal Accomplishment (PA).   
Ponquinette (1991) performed analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine the strength
of the relationship between the variables of the Biglan Model of academic disciplines and the
frequency subscales of the MBI Form Ed as experienced by full-time college faculty. 
Ponquinette found a statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and all three
burnout subscales.  The demographic variables of age and marital status were significantly
related to emotional exhaustion and depersonalization.  The researcher found a statistically
significant relationship between type of contract and salary and the burnout subscales of
depersonalization and personal accomplishment.  Analysis of variance applied to emotional
exhaustion and personal accomplishment were significant in that faculty in the disciplines of
psychology, political science, sociology, and anthropology reported experiencing more
emotional exhaustion than those in all other disciplines.  Those in biology and nursing reported
experiencing a greater sense of personal accomplishment than all other disciplines.
The three-way analysis of variance results reported by Ponquinette (1991) for emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment (the three MBI Form Ed subscales)
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were significant.  Faculty in the pure sciences experienced greater emotional exhaustion than all
other faculty.  Faculty in the Soft-Life categories experienced greater depersonalization than all
other faculty.  Faculty in the Hard-Life categories experienced a greater sense of personal
accomplishment than all other faculty.
Ponquinette’s (1991) conclusions from this study were that the full-time faculty members
were experiencing burnout as reflected in scores on the three subscales of the MBI Form Ed, but
in varying degrees.  However, a high degree of burnout was not indicated.  The faculty had
mixed scores on the three subscales, depending on their discipline.  All the demographic
variables were related to the degree of burnout experienced by full-time faculty except time in
the college and rank.  Ponquinette concluded that “overall, faculty in this study are generally
satisfied with their jobs,” (p.116) which was closely related to the degree of expressed burnout.
The selection of the accessible sample and the type of institution studied may have had
some influence on the outcomes of the study.  Individuals employed in spiritually specific
philosophical environments, as those selected for inclusion in Ponquinette’s study, likely have
chosen each of those specific settings for very individual reasons which may have rendered their
perceptions of the workplace somewhat different from a more typical college environment at that
time.  Ponquinette (1991) adds at the end of her study that there may have been other
environmental factors at play which might have influenced her results.  She suggested that future
studies focus on additional variables such as role conflict and role ambiguity, workload, social
support systems, and intrinsic and extrinsic compensation.
Hughes’ Study of Burnout Among Higher Education Faculty
In a more recent study of burnout among higher education faculty, Hughes (1995) chose
to explore nine demographic variables and the relationships to the six subscales of the Burnout
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Assessment Inventory (BAI)(Clouse, 1982).  The nine demographic variables included: rank
(instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and professor); age (25-35, 36-45, 46-55, 56-
65, 65 +); race (Caucasian, minority);  gender (male, female); length of service (1-5 years, 5-10
years, 10-20 years, 20 + years);  marital status (married, divorced, never-married, and widowed); 
tenure status (tenured, non-tenured);  type of institution (junior college, university);  medical
problems (with medical problems, without medical problems);  and, a list of nine pre-recorded
medical problems (ulcers, cancer, high blood pressure, eating disorder, heart attack, depression,
sleeplessness, excessive smoking, excessive drinking) for respondents to select if the category
“with medical problems” had been checked.
The research questions addressed in Hughes’(1995) study were: 
1.   Are non tenured faculty members more burned out than tenured faculty
members?  
2.   Are male faculty members more burned out than female faculty members?  
3.   Are faculty members that have medical problems more burned out than healthy
faculty members?  
4.   Are faculty members at junior colleges more burned out than those of state
universities?  
5, 6, 7.  Are instructors more burned out than assistant professors?  Than associate
professors?  Than professors?  Are assistant professors more burned out than
associate professors?  Than professors?  Are associate professors more burned out
than professors?  
8.  Are younger faculty members more burned out than older faculty members? 
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9.  Are Caucasian faculty members more burned out than racial or ethnic minority
faculty members?  
10, 11.  Are tenured women more burned out than tenured men?  Are non tenured women
more burned out than non tenured men?  
12.  Which group – married, divorced, widowed, or never-married – is the most
burned out?  Is the least burned out?  
13.  Are faculty members with fewer years of service at an institution more burned out
than those with more years of service?
The BAI is a survey instrument with six subscales: enthusiasm, frustration, alienation,
organization, professional, and personal.  The respondents are asked to respond to 82 items on a
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The respondent’s
perceptions of their organizational, professional and personal lives are recorded.  Health
questions referred to in the above paragraph are included.  Three additional questions are
included on the instrument which inquire of the respondent’s assessment of their own level of
experienced burnout, their list of top sources of stress, and their list of factors believed to have
helped them to avoid burnout.
The target sample for the Hughes (1995) study was higher education faculty.  The
number of available full-time faculty varied considerably between those two institutions also. 
The target population consisted of 3,102 full-time faculty members in the 2-year and 4-year
Alabama Higher Education system.  The accessible sample was 333 faculty members, 10.7% of
the target sample, selected from the full-time faculty employed in the Alabama Junior College
system and the Alabama State University system.  Two junior colleges  were selected:  L. B.
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Wallace Junior College and Enterprise Junior College.  Response rate varied considerably
between those institutions.  Two universities were selected:  the University of Alabama College
of Arts and Sciences and the College of Engineering at Auburn University.   The response rate
was 183, or 55%.  However, 14 surveys were not used due to various reasons such as being
incomplete, and refusal to participate.  Useable surveys totaled 169, or 51%.  Four instruments
were returned after data analysis had begun and were not included.
Hughes (1995) utilized descriptive statistics for the demographic variables.  Pearson’s r
was applied when two variables were linear.  The t test was used to determine significant
differences between responses on the six BAI subscales and selected demographic variables. 
Analysis of variance was applied when the measurement included several variables within
groups, such as age, academic rank, marital status, and length of service, and analyzed according
to the six BAI subscales.  Hughes (1995) also applied the Tukey honestly-significant-difference
method in order to “reduce the danger of overstating the importance of small differences that are
statistically significant”(p.49).
The BAI provides a rating of the severity of experienced burnout.  The six levels of
burnout, or profile, as determined by individual response to the instrument ranging from no
burnout to severely burned out  include: (1) Model employee; (2) Prime candidate; (3)
Complacent; (4) Confused; (5) Scorched; and, (6) Burned out.
The results of Hughes’ (1995) study indicated the possibility of constructing a
hypothetical profile of faculty who are most likely to experience burnout.  She found the faculty
members at higher risk for developing serious burnout included: those aged 45-55, either married
or never-married, Caucasian, tenured, male, professors in a university, have more than 10 years
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service with their current institution, and who have a multiple number of medical problems such
as: sleeplessness, high blood pressure, and depression.
Hughes also recommended additional exploration of areas of influence on burnout. 
Those areas were both intrinsic, such as “attitudes about work, methods of dealing with pressures
from work, coworkers, and personal relationships,” and extrinsic, “publishing deadlines,
attempting to meet requirements for promotion and/or tenure, from administration, from
colleagues, from students, and from personal life”(Hughes, p. 117).
Hughes (1995) questioned the acceptance of the MBI by the sample respondents in her
review of literature as well as within her study due to the criticisms by respondents of other
studies utilizing that instrument.  However, in Hughes’ study, similar comments were received
from the respondents regarding the BAI.  The rate of sample usable response for Hughes’ study 
was reported to be 51%.  She included wording on her instrument such as “burnout assessment”
and “do you feel burned out?” which may have sensitized the respondents as to the overall area
of investigation.
Additional Areas of Concern
Ponquinette (1991) added at the conclusion of her research that there may have been
other environmental factors at play which might have influenced results.  Ponquinette suggested
that future studies focus on additional variables such as role conflict and role ambiguity,
workload, social support systems, intrinsic and extrinsic compensation.
Hughes (1995) also recommended additional exploration of areas of influence on
burnout.  Those areas were both intrinsic, such as “attitudes about work, methods of dealing with
pressures from work, coworkers, and personal relationships,” and extrinsic, “publishing
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deadlines, attempting to meet requirements for promotion and/or tenure, from administration,
from colleagues, from students, and from personal life”(Hughes, p. 117).
Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) related in their research of the burnout syndrome
that there may be many other factors that could impact on the “situational context” of perceived
burnout experienced by an individual.  Individuals experience the influences of the
“organizational and management environment in which work occurs”(Maslach, et al, 2001) in
positive and negative ways, in addition to the individual’s responses to specific, work-related
individual stressors.
Cordes and Dougherty (1993) concluded from their review of the burnout related
research that burnout occurs not only as a result of individual performances and expectations, but
also from the influences of the organization.  They point out the importance and the impact on
the three major areas of burnout that skill-utilization (positively related to personal
accomplishment and negatively related to emotional exhaustion), and co-worker support
(negatively related to depersonalization and positively related to personal accomplishment) seem
to have produced.  Cordes and Dougherty found that supervisory support was not significantly
related to any of the burnout components, which conflicts with the findings of Jackson, Schwab,
and Schuller (1986).  Jackson (et al) found their data indicated that social support from
supervisors to be significant regarding depersonalization, and was “a variable worth
exploring”(p. 639).
Job Descriptive Index (JDI)
Accepting the trends of the developing related literature on burnout, the likelihood of
relative contributions of variables not specifically addressed within the MBI may expand the
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knowledge base of the burnout phenomenon in addressing the sample population of this study,
higher education faculty (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993;   Hughes, 1995;  Jackson, Schwab, &
Schuller, 1986; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; and Ponquinette, 1991).  Utilizing  the Job
Descriptive Index (JDI), an established instrument, in order to address areas such as intrinsic and
extrinsic influences may provide a stronger clarification and link that those factors may have in
contributing to the development of burnout among higher education faculty.  
The JDI measures an employee’s satisfaction with his/her job.  It was designed to provide
specific information regarding the aspects of a job than an individual finds rewarding, rather than
only general measures of job satisfaction.  The JDI, according to the authors (Balzer, Kihm,
Smith, Irwin, Bachiochi, Robie, Sinar, & Parra, 1997), contains five components: satisfaction
with the work on present job, present pay, promotion, supervision, and people on the present job. 
A sixth component, Job in General (JIG), addresses the overall perception an individual may
have about his/her employment situation.  Those six areas are both intrinsic and extrinsic and
have been addressed individually in the vast literature describing the contribution of each to the 
burnout phenomenon (Cherniss, 1995; Cedoline, 1982; Dworkin, 1986; Edelwich & Brodsky,
1980; Pines & Aronson, 1988; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1980).  However, in the course of
development of the MBI, the overall indication of individual burnout, key contributors such as
the five components contained within the JDI, and the one within the JIG, have basically been
untapped as significant, specific links to the level of burnout as obtained by the MBI.    
The intrinsic job satisfaction aspect is “how people feel about the nature of the job tasks
themselves, whereas extrinsic job satisfaction is how people feel about aspects of the work
situation that are external to the job tasks or work itself”(Spector, as cited in Hirschfeld, 2000,
p.256).  There must be the anticipation, however, that just as the MBI norms vary across
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occupational and national boundaries, specific significant influences also may vary from job
setting to different job setting and even within a single large employing organization.
Golembiewski, Munzenrider, and Stevenson (1986) utilized both the MBI and the Job
Descriptive Index (JDI) in their works to establish a “Phase Model of Burnout.”  They
summarized responses from their effort and found that as burnout increased (as measured by the
MBI), the overall level of job satisfaction on all six measures of the JDI decreased. 
Golembiewski (et al) utilized the JDI for only a portion of their continued effort to establish a
phase model of burnout, concentrating on a similar instrument, the Job Diagnostic Survey, for
further relationships with the MBI. They recommended additional exploration in the
development of a “phase model” of burnout, but centered their efforts on the individual and
organization interaction.  However, that perspective omits the “intrinsic and extrinsic” factors as
potential influence on an individual’s development of burnout which could be addressed by
partnering the JDI along with the MBI.
Studies Utilizing the Job Descriptive Index (JDI)
Holland (1992) investigated nurse educators’ intention to leave the higher education field
as measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), the Job in General (JIG), the Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), Intention to Leave (ITL), and a demographic questionnaire. 
She surveyed a sample of full time nurse educators employed in twelve baccalaureate degree
granting nursing programs in Louisiana.  The frame established consisted of 228 nurse educators
for the twelve institutions, and 125 individuals were selected by simple random sampling
methods, with ten alternates.
Variables investigated by Holland (1992) included the demographic areas of nurse
educators’: age, gender, ethnic origin, marital status, kinship responsibility, health status,
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educational level, certification status, alternative employment options, years of service as nurse
educator, academic rank, tenure status, employment status, amount of time for association with
co-workers, membership in professional organizations, scholarly productivity, moonlighting
status, amount of moonlighting, status in retirement system, number of years in retirement
systems, and salary.  Holland also investigated job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
intention to leave, which were addressed by the instruments: Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and Job
In General (JIG), Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), and the Intention to Leave
(ITL). 
Results of Holland’s study (1992) indicated significant relationships between intention to
leave and satisfaction with Job in General, present job, opportunities for promotion, pay and
supervision.  Demographic variables found to be negatively related  to intention to leave
included: opportunities for promotion, years experience as a nurse, years in teacher retirement
system, years as a nurse educator at their current university, status in retirement systems, tenure,
and years experience as a nurse.  Holland’s calculated coefficient between intention to leave and
organizational commitment was r =  -.23 (p = .01).  Holland suggested additional research with
follow-up studies after one and three years to determine if her model actually predicted higher
education nurse educator turnover.  She also suggested further research in order to determine
significant causality toward intention to leave and subsequent turnover.
The JDI has been applied in another study addressing job satisfaction levels among
certified public accountants (Gregson, 1990).  Gregson received permission from the JDI
copyright holder to utilize a Likert-type response format, rather than the yes/no response,  with a
shortened version of the JDI.  His variables of investigation included sex of CPA,  tenure with
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the firm, and turnover intentions.  Gregson concluded that the measurement was little affected by
the answering format.
The sample was selected from the membership directory of the American Institute of
Certified Accountants (AICA).  From the list of approximately 44,000 members of the AICA
Gregson selected 889 individuals to receive the mailed questionnaires.  He received 311 (55%)
usable responses. Gregson’s results from utilizing a modified JDI, were fairly consistent with
other studies.  He found levels of job satisfaction to be different according to sex, particularly the
promotion aspect, with women being less satisfied than men.  Tenure, in this study  related to
pay level, with the firm was related to job satisfaction in that the longer an individual worked for
the firm the higher their pay level was.  Gregson concluded, after controlling for sex and tenure
with the firm, that his study indicated work, promotions, and supervisory aspects of job
satisfaction were significantly related to intention to leave the firm.  However, his results are
inferred by relationships that other researchers have concluded in that intention to leave has been
significantly linked to the various aspects of job satisfaction: Gregson did not specifically
address that construct, intention to leave, in this study.
Kotrlik and Malek (1986) studied job satisfaction among vocational agriculture teachers
utilizing the JDI as a measure to indicate if there is a difference between what is expected as fair
and reasonable return and what is experienced.  That difference influences job satisfaction which
could be measured (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, as cited by Kotrlik & Malek, 1986).  Kotrlik and
Malek’s review of literature supported the construct that intention to leave the job was
significantly related to job satisfaction.  Differences in expectations were anticipated to indicate
higher intention to leave the job.  Demographic variables addressed as possible influences on job
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satisfaction included: age, sex, marital status, educational level, salary, years teaching
experience, number of months employed/year, average number of students/class, number periods
teaching/day, size of school, size of town, geographical location of school, number of
professional organizations affiliated with, and religious affiliation. 
The sample for the Kotrlik and Malek (1986) study was obtained by random sampling
selection of 400 teachers obtained from the Vocational Agriculture Teachers Directory (as cited
in Kotrlick & Malek, 1986) in the Southeastern United States.  The response rate was 355
(88.8%) from both the initial mailing and a follow up mailing, with a non-response follow-up
mailing.  The researchers applied Spearman Rho Rank-Order Correlations to determine if
significant relationships existed between job satisfaction and the six scales of the Job Descriptive
Index, and the demographic ordinal variables. “Relationships between the four ordinal variables
and the teachers’ job satisfaction were tested using the Eta Coefficient.  Multiple regression
analyses were used to determine if the demographic variables were significant predictors of job
satisfaction. The four nominal variables were recoded using a dummy coding procedure for the
regression analysis”(Kotrlik & Malek, p.34).  
Results of Kotrlik and Malek’s (1986) study indicated marginally significant  correlations
(no r value higher than .205), which limited the “practical significance”(p. 35) when the ordinal
variables were measured by Spearman Rho.  The results of the multiple regression application to
the four nominal demographic variables were similar, with marginal statistical significance but
no practical significance.  Salary and number of months employed/year were related to more
scales of the JDI.  The researchers suggested additional study of the variables socio-economic
level of the  school and/or community, leadership style of the school administrator, and funding
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available for program operation as possible influences on  vocational agriculture teacher’s job
satisfaction.
Wilson (1986) assessed the relationship between burnout and job satisfaction among
nurses in a metropolitan hospital employing both the MBI and the JDI.  The sample consisted of
186 registered nurses employed by Memorial Hospital Center, Springfield, Ill.  The nurses were
asked to complete a demographic data questionnaire, the MBI, and the JDI.  The Pearson
Product Moment Correlation was applied to the scores of the MBI subscales and JDI total scores. 
There was a significant but very low negative correlation on the subscales of Personal
Accomplishment and Emotional Exhaustion. The two groups, those who were burned out (n=20)
and those who were not burned out (n=166) were compared by t-test.  The only area of
significant correlation among the sample respondents was in the area of the work itself.  The area
of work itself appeared to influence the amount of burnout.  Also, the study revealed a negative
attitude in the nurses in that every respondent had scores lower than the norm in the area of
personal accomplishment on the MBI, and well below the norm on four of five sub-scales of the
JDI.  The researcher concluded that there was a minimal relationship between burnout and job
satisfaction.  The nurses in this study seemed to have a very negative feeling about their job,
which the researcher interpreted as a suggestion for further study to evaluate attitudes, discover
problem areas in the work itself, and develop programs to reduce existing conflict.
Variables to Be Studied in Relation to Faculty Burnout in Higher Education
Numerous variables have been examined in the development of the literature
investigating burnout and the possible  burnout in many areas of employment, mostly the 
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helping professions.  Demographic data/personal characteristics, such as age, gender, ethnic
group, marital status, dependent status, educational level, tenure status, years in this
university/employment, perceived health status, and perceived remuneration status will be
addressed.  Related literature for each of the above variables will be included.
Age
Frequent reference to age as being related to burnout is made in the burnout literature
(Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  Burnout has been observed more often in employees under age
40, or those having limited professional work experience (Pines & Aronson, 1988; Cherniss,
1980). 
Cherniss (1980) interprets the higher occurrence of burnout among younger professionals
as an identity crisis due to unsuccessful occupational socialization.  Melendez and deGuzman
(1983) found that age was related to burnout due to mid life crisis.  This links to “affective
commitment to the organization,” according to Meyer and Allen (1997, p. 46), in that tenure, or
time spent in the organization, enhances the individual’s becoming strongly attached to that
organization, or the individual would leave.  Maslach (et al, 2001) links age to lack of
experience, but offers concern for caution in that there exists a “survival bias, i.e., those who
burnout early in their careers are likely to quit their jobs, leaving behind the survivors who
consequently exhibit lower levels of burnout.”  Burnout generally is negatively correlated to
experience.
 Melendez and deGuzman (1983) found that age was related to burnout due to mid life
crisis, which may fit many higher education faculty.  This is confounding, according to Maslach
(et al, 2001), in that the burnout level among younger employees generally is reported to be
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higher than that among employees over 30 or 40, and burnout seems to be more of a risk earlier
in an individual’s career.  They urge caution in viewing that perspective since there exists the
condition of  “survival bias” (Maslach,  Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).  However, some individuals
may linger in their employment positions due to feelings of “entrapment,” which is, according to
Dworkin (1987, p.65), the feeling that the individual has no skills of any value to another 
employer outside the current employment and they may perceive that they have no other options
except to stay in the current employment.
Ponquinette (1991) found age to be negatively correlated to emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization on the MBI, in that the older the professor the lower the scores, and vice versa. 
However, Hughes (1991) indicated conflicting results in her research.  She found the faculty
members most at risk for burnout in her study were those in the 46-55 years of age category.
Age as a variable of job satisfaction has been pointed out as a variable that may need to
be controlled for due to the changes slowly taking place in today’s work force.  The changing
mandatory retirement age, retirement benefits, and the aging workforce may impact established
theories (Kacmar & Ferris, 1989).
Gender
Some researchers have found mixed influences of gender on burnout.  Maslach and
Jackson (1981) found that women have higher rates of burnout than men in the helping
professions.  However, in later studies, Maslach (et al, 2001) found that there are mixed findings
for overall burnout, but generally clear gender influences on specific occupational roles, or role
stereotype.  For example:  males generally score higher in cynicism, females generally score
higher in emotional exhaustion.  She concluded that some occupations studied regarding burnout
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have a predominance of one gender or the other.  Police officers are more likely to be male, with
higher cynicism and depersonalization, and nurses are more likely to be female, with higher
emotional exhaustion.  Physicians are generally male, and studies have attributed higher personal
accomplishment to that group (Maslach et al, 2001; Schaufeli & Enzman, 1998).
A meta analysis by Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) indicates that the mean scores on the
three MBI scales, Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Reduced Personal
Accomplishment were lower for higher education teachers (predominantly male) than K-12
teachers (preponderantly female) on all scales.  However, close scrutiny in reviewing the mean
scores and standard deviations for other occupations with a high proportion of males, and post
graduate education, indicates that:  physicians score higher only in Reduced Personal
Accomplishment; psychologists scored lower in all areas; senior executives scored lower in
Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization, but higher in Reduced Personal Accomplishment;
and police officers scored higher in all three areas (see Appendix D: Table Normative Data of
the MBI).  Occupations which have a preponderance of female employees, such as nurses, social
workers, and librarians generally produced higher scores on all three areas  (Maslach, Schaufeli,
& Leiter, 2001;  Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).
Ethnic Group
Maslach (et al, 2001) has found that there have been very few studies that have examined
the demographic variable of ethnicity and would not make any judgments based on that lack of
data.  Schaufeli (et al, 1998) related a similar conclusion, with too little data to indicate trends. 
Freudenberger and Richelson (1980) related some of their observations, however, in that all
individuals react to burnout in similar ways, but that some groups have an additional burden,
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such as their perceived prejudice.  That burden tends to enhance the development of burnout
among minorities.
Hughes (1995) found that contrary to expected results, the minority faculty in her study
did not score in the burned out range and also did not self-report experiencing burnout.
Marital Status
Marital status has been found to be a strong influence on burnout, according to Maslach
(et al, 2001).  She and her group have found that the unmarried, especially males, have a higher
incidence of burnout than males and females that are married.  Maslach adds that individuals
who have never married tend to experience higher burnout occurrence  than married, widowed,
or divorced individuals.
Those findings were similar to what Ponquinette (1991) found.  Older, married faculty,
on the average, experienced less emotional exhaustion if they were satisfied with their jobs than
single, divorced and younger faculty members who were not satisfied with their jobs.  However,
the possibility that job satisfaction may confound the results was discussed.  Hughes (1995)
found supporting evidence that marriage tended to moderate the development of burnout among
higher education faculty in her sample.  However, research by Conner (1994) suggested a closer
scrutiny of the relationship in that she found that couples having a higher quality of relating
tended to have significantly less influence of that relationship on the development of burnout,
which negates Hughes’ findings.
Dependent Status
Cherniss (1995) found strong evidence in his longitudinal study of burnout that even
though having children may increase some types of stress in the lives of working adults, there
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were advantages for the individual in dealing with the work world, at least in terms of burnout. 
A life outside of work lessened the pressure to achieve goals that may have been initially
unrealistic.  The importance of the job changes for many, from the center of their lives to “being
merely one of several interests” (p.93).  With a realignment of priorities, many working
individuals strive towards a greater balance in their lives, and tend to experience less overall
burnout.  
Maslach and Jackson (1985) found that individuals who were married and had children
reported lower levels on the three burnout components.   Cordes and Dougherty (1993) found a
general reduction of burnout scores for those having children.  The table from  Cordes and
Dougherty (1993) (see Appendix,  Summary of Relationships Between Demographic Variables
and the Burnout Components) summarizes a meta study of numerous individual demographic
variables and the burnout components.
Religious Organization, Civic, Fraternal and/or Professional Organization Affiliation
A life outside of work has been linked to a lower risk of burnout in that there is a
lessened pressure to achieve goals that may have been initially unrealistic.  With a realignment
of priorities, many working individuals strive towards a greater balance in their lives, and tend to
experience less overall burnout.  The job changes from the center of their lives to “being merely
one of several interests” (Cherniss, 1995, p. 93).  
Educational Level
Individuals with higher levels of education have been found to be more burnout prone
than those with less education in the same occupations, according to Schaufeli and Enzmann
(1998).  They attribute that to perhaps those individuals having higher expectations from their
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career accomplishments than those individuals with less education.  However, Schaufeli and
Enzmann further state that level of education is either a weak or inconsistent correlate with
burnout.
Maslach (et al, 2001) related that individuals being highly educated “may have higher
expectations for their jobs, and are thus more distressed if these expectations are not realized.” 
Those individuals would be more likely to become frustrated, disappointed, and, perhaps,
burnout. 
Tenure/Promotion Status
Cedoline (1982) related tenure in the public education realm as a facet of job stability. 
He considered tenuous job stability, such as the threats to tenure, to bring on an increased sense
of paranoia and diminished self-esteem.  This attitude continues to worsen as stressors and
increasing self-doubt intensify, affecting job performance and increasing burnout.  
Hughes (1995) found that tenured respondents in her study scored in the most burned out
range.  The non-tenured individuals were significantly higher in their responses (on the BAI),
which placed them in a category called “confused,” according to Hughes.  Ponquinette (1991)
found her sample population to be mostly tenured. However, tenure was not a specific variable
investigated.  Singh, Misha, and Kim (1998) found that tenure tended to moderate other stressors,
such as research productivity.  However, there does seem to be a mix of interpretations regarding
the impact that tenure has on the development of burnout among higher education faculty.
Kacmar and Ferris (1989) presented a challenge in that there may be different results to
previous research on age-job satisfaction due to the changing laws regarding mandatory
retirement, social security eligibility, and the aging workforce.  Career stages and development
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have been linked to specific age ranges, but now might benefit from a more complete and realistic
overall perspective in viewing age-job satisfaction relationships.  These researchers 
also delineated an expanded definition of tenure: time in grade, department, and company. 
Years in this University/Employment/Time on the Job
Golumbiewski and Munzenrider (1988) found that time since last promotion to be a
variable with possible links of frustration with burnout in their review of literature and their own
studies in a variety of settings.  They also found the newest employees and those with over ten
years with the current employer to have the least favorable levels of burnout.  Other researchers
linked years in the current employment with the psychological contract individuals develop early
in their involvement with the employer (Ellig, 1998; Maslach, et al, 2001).  
Burnout is more likely to be found among professionals who are new to their work in
bureaucracies (Maslach, et al, 2001).  Other authors (Cherniss, 1980; Pines & Aronson, 1988)
have pointed out that certain occupational areas tended to reveal burnout after just a few years 
of the individual beginning that work:  psychiatric nurses developed burnout after about a year
and a half after beginning their careers; attorneys developed burnout approximately two years
after beginning their careers; and, social workers seemed to develop burnout after approximately
three years following their entrance into the profession.  There has been no indication of the
expected range of time on the job that higher education faculty might be expected to develop
burnout.  There might be the expectation that a full cycle of experiences and job demands 
would be an anticipated goal for new employees, such as new teachers and their first year
“survival” in the classroom.
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Perceived Health Status
Hughes (1995) found in her research that as individuals’ scores on burnout scales move
closer to the highest spectrum, the rate of medical problems increases.  The respondents scoring
themselves with medical problems, as a group, had the most severely burned out scores.  Similar
observations have been made by Cedoline (1982), Farber (1983), Kalimo, El-Batawi, and
Cooper (1987), Paine (1982), and Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998).
Productivity/Publications
The “publish or perish” aspect has been linked as a possible influence on the
development of stress and burnout by numerous authors.  Melendez and deGuzman (1983), and
Hughes (1995) listed productivity/publications as a significant source of stress for higher
education faculty.  Singh, Misha, and Kim (1998) found that the perceived lack of rewards for
doing research and influencing burnout was moderated by faculty’s tenure status.   Kelly and
Warmbrod (1985) projected that there is “a powerful  influence over faculty members” in
responding to the “research ambience”(p. 27) in the discipline area.
Perceived Remuneration/Pay Status
Ponquinette (1995) found that salary was negatively related to a sense of personal
accomplishment, in that the professors having higher salaries experienced lower personal
satisfaction.  She expressed concern that there may be extrinsic factors at work in academe. 
Cedoline (1982) applied the salary limitation to the K-12 teacher as a disappointment for many
in that “excellent performance is not rewarded with extra incentives”(p. 99).  The reality of being
able to share in the “American dream” may be “sought and believed,” but marginally attainable
(p. 99).  Melendez and deGuzman related that working in higher education, “academe,” has “lost
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its once held public esteem and trust, and that way of life no longer offers an attractive,
remunerative, or confident way of life”(p. 13).  Somehow, the extrinsic rewards have dwindled 
sufficiently to effect a lessening of the positive influence by the intrinsic aspects of higher
education employment.
Supervision
Jackson, Schwab, and Schuller (1986) related from their study of burnout among New
Hampshire teachers, that social support from supervisors was a variable in need of exploration
particularly regarding the depersonalization component of the MBI.  They add that job
conditions have not been clearly studied as contributors to employee burnout.
Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) approached the supervisor-employee relationship
in terms of an organizational and management focus.  Their approach does not specifically
highlight the importance of that inter personal interaction of the two employees, or the
interpretation of the organization’s expectations, overt or covert, to the employee.  Cedoline
(1982) considers supervision in educational systems as generally less than adequate in that there
seldom is an acceptable ratio of supervisor to employee in operation compared to the typical
ratios employed in industrial settings.
Coworkers/Other People on the Job
Cedoline (1982) detailed peer review as an important aspect of a professional’s
socialization into the profession and employment organization.  Cherniss (1995) called this
process “collegiality”(p. 27) and addresses that as a significant shortcoming new employees face
when first beginning employment.  Training received in professional schools frequently does not
address the adaptability necessary for individual achievement and success on the job.  That
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process serves as a source of emotional support and reassurance, as well as a source of
encouragement (Pines & Aronson, 1988).  
This perspective is interpreted by Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) as “community,”
when there is a positive connection between the worker and others in the workplace.  Yperen,
Buunk, and Schaufeli (1992) investigated communal orientation and the burnout syndrome
among nurses and found support for the positive influence communal orientation had on lower
levels of burnout.
Intrinsic Job Satisfaction 
Intrinsic job satisfaction is defined by Cherniss (1995) as a worker being satisfied with
aspects of employment such as “challenge, stimulation, and opportunities to utilize valued skills”
(p.89).  Individuals having responded to surveys regarding work satisfaction, according to
researchers (Cherniss, 1995; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001) have described a sense of
satisfaction, or joy, at performing some aspect of the job, some part of the employment situation 
that seems to bring on a feeling of enjoyment that the individual may find difficult to describe,
but is a unique facet of that employment situation.
Extrinsic Job Satisfaction
Cherniss (1995) described extrinsic job satisfaction as that part of the employment
situation in which an employee perceives adequate reward, such as money, status, and
prestige/recognition being obtained through that employment.  Cherniss found that among the
helping professions, particularly teachers and attorneys, there was a strong link between income
and feelings of self-worth.  As the individual aged, however, there tended to be a shift towards
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the increased importance of performing work that was meaningful to the individual, and no loss
of the importance of status.  
General Job Satisfaction
Hirschfeld (2000, p.225) cited Spector as presenting a simple definition of job
satisfaction:  “the extent to which people like their jobs.”  Hirschfeld depicted job satisfaction 
as an “anticipatory emotional set” when a worker undertakes work tasks, with greater
satisfaction and well-being (p. 225).
Summary
There has been considerable research on burnout world-wide and in many occupations,
primarily the helping professions (Cherniss, 1995; Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998).  Burnout in higher education faculty
has been addressed (Armour, Caffarella, Fuhrmann, & Wergin, 1987; Melendez & deGusman,
1983) but no firm conclusions or models of burnout among higher education faculty have been
established to date.  In-depth reviews of burnout literature and studies have been conducted by
Cordes and Dougherty (1993) and Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) regarding the helping
professions.
Golumbiewski, Munzenrider, and Stevenson (1986) and Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter
(2001) have presented general models of burnout among the helping professions, but no model
has been presented describing burnout among higher education faculty.  Numerous demographic
variables have been explored;  yet additional areas, such as intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction,
and general job satisfaction have not been studied adequately to examine their influence on
burnout among higher education faculty.
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The purpose of this study was to explore one aspect of higher education faculty
adjustment as an indicator of potential problems on campus and in society at large: the influence
of selected factors on burnout among faculty in higher education.  A three-part instrument was
used to collect data in this study.  Part I contained the Maslach Burnout Inventory, Form
Educators Survey (MBI-ES), which measured levels of burnout based on subscales of Emotional
Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment.  Part II was the Job Descriptive
Index (JDI) and Job in General (JIG) scales which indicated job satisfaction in six areas
including:  work on present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision on present
job, people in present job, and job in general.  Part III will contain the Demographic Data






This study explored factors that were suspected to influence the extent of burnout
among higher education faculty.  Principal factors selected for investigation included personal
and professional demographics, burnout, intrinsic job satisfaction, extrinsic job satisfaction,
and job satisfaction.  This chapter presents information regarding procedures that were used in
conducting this study.  Topics specifically addressed the population and sample,
instrumentation, the data collection procedures, and how the data were analyzed.
Population and Sample 
The target population for this study was defined as tenured higher education faculty in
Research Extensive Universities. The accessible population was defined as tenured higher
education faculty at one research extensive university in the Southern United States during the
Fall, 2002.
The frame of the accessible population was identified through the University’s
personnel records.  The sampling plan used in the study included a simple random sample
from the established frame of the accessible population.  The total number of personnel was
expected to be approximately 700. 
The sample size was determined using Cochran’s sample size determination formula
for continuous data (Snedecor & Cochran, 1980).  The information used in the formula
included a seven point Likert-type response scale, a two percent acceptable margin of error,
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and an estimate of the population standard deviation of one.  A five percent risk that the actual
margin of error might exceed the acceptable margin of error was utilized.  Utilizing the
formula, the minimum required sample size was determined to be 248.  A 50% response rate
was anticipated, therefore, the decision was made to select 496 higher education faculty.  A
simple random sample was selected from the established population frame.  Ten additional
faculty were selected as alternates in the event of frame errors.
Sample size calculations included (Snedechor & Cochran, 1980,  formula for 
continuous data):
         2      2no = t      s    2 d
       2      2no = (1.96)      (1)       2(.1)
no = 384
n =      no
1 + no      
      N
n =     384   
      1 +   384
   700
n = 248
n @ 50 % response rate = 248 + 248 = 496.
Total sample randomly drawn = 496.
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Legend for Cochran’s sample size determination formula:
  2d   = acceptable margin of error of +/- 2% (.02 x 7 point Likert-type  
scale)
  2s   = estimated variance (1)
  2t   = acceptable risk (t at .05 for N = 700 is about 2.0)
N = population size
n     = unadjusted sample size  o
n = adjusted sample size
Instrumentation
A three-part instrument was used to collect data in this study (see Appendix E).  The
cover letter was prepared as per Dillman’s suggestions (1978).  Part I of the instrument
contained the Maslach Burnout Inventory, Form Educators Survey (MBI-ES).  Part II of the
instrument contained the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and Job in General (JIG).  Part III of the
instrument contained the Demographic Data Questionnaire.  Ordering of the instruments
followed Dillman’s (1978) suggested mailed survey process.  Permission to use the MBI-ES,
JDI and JIG was received from the copyright holders.  A more detailed description of each
part of the instrument follows:
Part I: Maslach Burnout Inventory-Form Educator Survey (MBI-ES.)  
The Maslach Burnout Inventory - Form Educator Survey (MBI-ES)was used to
measure burnout in three areas: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
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accomplishment.  The emotional exhaustion (EE) subscale addresses feelings of being
emotionally overextended and exhausted by an individual’s work.  The depersonalization (DP)
subscale addresses an unfeeling and impersonal response an individual may exhibit toward a
student or client in treatment or instruction.  The personal accomplishment (PA) subscale
addresses an individual’s feelings of work competence and successful achievement.  An
individual’s response frequency related to each of the subscales is assessed using a six-point
(0 to 6), fully anchored response format.  The MBI-ES authors recommend reporting personal
accomplishment as actual computations of the item scores rather than as diminished personal
accomplishment as the literature, history of development, and consistent use of the MBI has
focused on that concept (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).
An important concern raised by the instrument authors is that the respondents not be
sensitized to the purpose of the survey.  The interpretation was that respondents might tend to
respond in a different manner when the term “burnout” was used in the survey instrument
(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).  Due to that rationale, the actual instrument is titled
Educators Survey (MBI-ES; the other instruments of the MBI are titled Human Services
Survey (HHS), and General Survey(GS)).
Burnout is not viewed as a dichotomous variable, but conceptualized as a continuous
variable, ranging from low to moderate to high degrees of experienced feeling (Maslach,
Jackson, & Leiter, 1996, p.5):
• A high degree of burnout is reflected in high scores on the Emotional Exhaustion (EE)
and Depersonalization (DP) subscales and in low scores on the Personal
Accomplishment (PA) subscales.
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• An average/moderate degree of burnout is reflected in average scores on the three
subscales.
• A low degree of burnout is reflected in low scores on the Emotional Exhaustion (EE)
and Depersonalization (DP) subscales and in high scores on the Personal
Accomplishment (PA) subscale (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996, p. 5).
The MBI-ES is identical to the MBI-HSS (Human Services Survey), which has been in
use far longer than the MBI-ES and has a more extensive norming history, except for some
items on the MBI-ES being re-worded.  Those items on the MBI-HSS were specifically
addressing “recipients,” and the MBI-ES uses the term “students.”
Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (1996) cited Iwanicki and Schwab’s Chronbach
coeffficient alpha estimates of reliability coefficients of .90 for Emotional Exhaustion, .76 for
Depersonalization, and .76 for Personal Accomplishment for the MBI-ES.  Those estimates
reportedly parallel those produced by the MBI-HSS.  The standard error of measurement for
the subscales of the MBI-HSS were reported to be: 3.80 for Emotional Exhaustion, 3.16 for
Depersonalization, and 3.73 for Personal Accomplishment (Maslach, et al, 1996).
Internal coefficient alphas were calculated on the completed instruments returned in
this study by utilizing the covariance matrix technique.  Those reliability coefficients are: .75
for Emotional Exhaustion, n = 262;  .92 for Depersonalization , n = 261;  and, .81 for Personal
Accomplishment , n = 262.
The MBI-ES is a twenty two item self report instrument, with response categories
ranging from 0, Never, to 6, Every Day.  Estimated time for respondents to complete the
instrument is from 10 - 15 minutes.  Scoring is accomplished by the researcher utilizing a
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provided scoring key.  Individual scores for each of the three subscales are obtained by key the
test authors provide, and are categorized according to provided charts indicating high degree
of burnout, average degree of burnout, or low degree of burnout in relation to similar
professionals according to norms provided. (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).  
Part II: The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and Job in General (JIG)
The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and Job in General (JIG) are combined
survey/questionnaire  instruments in which individuals provide responses which indicate their
feelings regarding satisfaction with their present jobs.  There are six subscales (five with the
JDI and one with the JIG).  The subscales are: work on present job; pay; opportunities for
promotion; supervision; people on your present job; and, job in general.  Respondents are
asked to indicate by circling one of three response choices how they feel about the topic of
each subscale, next to specific descriptors: Y, for “Yes” if it describes the work, pay, etc.;  N,
for “No” if it does not describe it (work, pay, etc.); or, ?, for “?” if the respondent can not
decide (Balzer, Kihm, Smith, Irwin, Bachiochi, Robie, Sinar, & Parra, 1997)
The JDI sub-scale of satisfaction with work is an intrinsic measure of work
satisfaction.  The remaining five subscales are extrinsic measures of work satisfaction.  The
JIG is a global measure of job satisfaction, where as the five subscales of the JDI address
specific facets of job satisfaction (Balzer, et al, 1997).
Scoring was accomplished utilizing Bowling Green University’s JDI and JIG scoring
key following the scoring procedures.  Norms tables are provided by which comparisons may
be made between the sample population’s responses and the national samples.  Results for the
sample responses for each of the six subscales are then compared to the norms tables in order
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to determine relative levels of satisfaction for each of the subscales, and relative mean, mode
and range of subscale scores.  Overall satisfaction with the organization as well as overall
satisfaction for the organization’s work itself, pay, opportunities, supervision, and people on
the present job are produced by combining scores for all respondents for each specific
subscale, averaging them and then comparing to the norm group (Balzer, et al, 1997).
Internal reliability coefficient alpha estimates were provided for each of the 
five subscales of the JDI and the JIG in the “User’s Manual”(Balzer, et al, 1997) as calculated
according to Cortina and Chronbach (cited in Balzer, et al, 1997) and are high (Balzer, et al,
1997, p.55).
Coefficient Alpha Values for the JDI and JIG
________________________________________
JDI Sub-scale Alpha    n
Work .90 1623
Pay .86 1603
Opportunities for Promotion .87 1611
Supervision .91 1613
Co-workers .91 1615
Job In General (JIG) .92 1629
Reliability coefficients for the individual subscales were calculated by covariance
matrix upon the completion of survey instruments utilized in this study and their return for
each of the JDI subscales.  Those coefficients are very close to those obtained by the
instrument authors and are listed as follows:
Coefficient Alpha Values for the JDI and JIG Based on Responses in this Study
JDI Sub-scale Alpha      n
Work .91 274
Pay .87 264
Opportunities for Promotion .87 274
Supervision .91 272
Co-workers .90 272
Job In General (JIG) .93 272
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Part III:  Demographic Data Questionnaire  
The Demographic Data Questionnaire requested information related to personal and
professional demographic characteristics.  Content validity was established by a panel of
experts consisting of five graduate school faculty at Louisiana State University and four
doctoral students, in the School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development.
Data Collection
To expedite the process of dissemination of instruments to each of the selected sample
individuals, a packet consisting of a cover letter with the three part instrument and a self
addressed return envelope was sent to each selected sample member through on-campus
procedures.  The letter and directions for completing the instrument contained assurance of
anonymity and confidentiality according to the selected university’s policy on human rights. 
The envelopes included for returning the completed instruments were return addressed to the
researcher at the School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development, Room
112 Old Forestry Building, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, La., 70804.  The
researcher processed the receipt of envelopes, the scoring of the instruments, the tabulation of
data, and the statistical computations of collected data.
Other Non-Data Collection Response Procedures
Non-response procedures (Dillman, 1978) included: (a)  a follow up card mailed to
each selected participant after two weeks from the initial instrument mail-out;  and (b) a final
letter with second copy of the instrument mailed following up on non-respondents at
approximately six weeks after the initial mail-outs.
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Data Analysis
The alpha level was set at  .05 a’ priori.  Procedures for statistical analysis to be
employed are discussed by objective.  
           Objective one was to describe the higher education faculty of a Research Extensive
University in the Southern Portion of the United States on selected personal characteristics. 
The characteristics included the following: academic rank/faculty status, number of years 
since last degree, educational level, current work load, perception of responsibility for
assigning/accepting the current work load, scholarly productivity, number of years employed
in this setting/university, age, age at which time the respondent began her/his employment
with this university,  gender, racial/ethnic origin, marital status, dependent status ( number of
dependent children and/or other non spouse or child for whom faculty members have at least
partial responsibility), physical health status, general health problems, organizational
participation, and additional comments and/or opinions.
Characteristics measured on a categorical scale of measurement (nominal and ordinal
scales of measurement) were be summarized using frequencies and percentages.  Variables
measured on a nominal scale included: racial/ethnic group, religious/organizational
participation, marital status, faculty/rank status, educational level, scholarly productivity
status, physical health status, perceived health problems, and dependent status (number of
dependent children and/or other significant individuals dependent on the faculty member).
Characteristics which were measured on a continuous scale of measurement  (interval
scale of measurement) were summarized using means and standard deviations.  Those
variables included:  age, time worked in present employment, number of years since last
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degree, number of manuscripts/grant proposals submitted, number of publications
accepted/grants received, and assigned work load.
Individual statements entered at the end of the demographic questionnaire were
categorized according to topic area, content, and were quantified, and summarized.
Objective two was to describe measured burnout of higher education faculty in a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States as measured by the
MBI-Form ES, on the three subscales of Emotional Exhaustion (EE), Depersonalization (DP),
and Personal Accomplishment (PA).  Analysis of this data was conducted according to the
MBI manual.  This included means and standard deviations of overall burnout on each of the
subscales.
Objective three was to describe the job satisfaction of higher education faculty in a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States as measured by the
JDI and JIG.  Descriptive statistics were applied including means and standard deviations of
each subscale of the JDI and JIG.
Objective four was to determine if a relationship exists between the higher education
faculty demographic characteristics of:  age, gender, ethnic origin, marital status, dependent
status, educational level, faculty status/rank, number of years since last degree, number of
years in this employment, health status, and scholarly productivity, as measured by the
demographic data sheet, and burnout, as measured by the subscales of the MBI-ES (Emotional
Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment).  For those characteristics
measured on a categorical (nominal or ordinal) scale with more than two categories, one way
analysis of variance was applied.  Those characteristics included: racial/ethnic origin, marital
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status, scholarly productivity status, organizational participation, dependent status, and other
dependent status.  For the characteristic measured on a nominal dichotomous scale, a dummy
code was added to allow  inclusion in the one way analysis of variance.  That characteristic is
gender.
Objective five was to determine if a relationship exists between job satisfaction in
areas such as:  the work on present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision,
and people on the present job, as expressed on the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and overall
satisfaction, as expressed on the Job in General (JIG), with burnout, as expressed on the
Maslach Burnout Inventory - Form Educator Survey (MBI-ES) subscales of Emotional
Exhaustion (EE), Depersonalization (DP), and Personal Accomplishment (PA).  Analysis was
performed by applying the Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient.
Objective six was to determine if a model existed which explained a significant portion
of the variance in higher education faculty burnout as measured by the MBI-ES (EE, DP, and
PA) from the JDI and JIG sub-scales and demographic questionnaire.  Those sub-scales
included: the work on present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision,
people on the present job, overall satisfaction with job in general, academic rank, years since
last increase in academic rank, years since last degree, degree level, current teaching/work
load, number of manuscripts submitted and grants applied for,  number of manuscripts
published and grants received, years in this employment, age, age when began in this
employment/university, gender, racial/ethnic origin, marital status, dependent children,
dependent non-spouse adults, health condition, and organizational participation..
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To accomplish this objective multiple regression analysis was utilized with the sub-
scale scores from the MBI-ES (EE, DP, and PA)  used as the dependent variables and each of
the demographic characteristics and subscales of the JDI and JIG  were treated as independent
variables in the analysis.  The independent variables were entered stepwise because of the
exploratory nature of this study.  In this regression equation variables were added that 




    FINDINGS
Findings of the study are presented in this chapter.  The results are organized by the
objectives of the study.
Objective One
           Objective one was to describe the higher education faculty of a Research 
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States on selected personal
characteristics.  The characteristics included the following: age,  gender,  racial/ethnic origin,
marital status, organizational participation, dependent status (number of dependent children and
other non-spouse for which faculty members have at least partial financial responsibility),
academic faculty status/rank, time employed in this university, educational level, number of
years since last degree, number of years since tenured, self reported physical health status,
scholarly productivity, and additional comments and/or opinions.
Characteristics measured on a categorical scale of measurement (nominal and ordinal
scales of measurement) were summarized using frequencies and percentages.  Variables
measured on a categorical scale included: racial/ethnic group, marital status, organizational
participation, faculty/status rank, educational level, scholarly productivity status, self reported
physical health status, and number of dependent children and/or other significant individuals
dependent on the faculty member.
Characteristics measured on a continuous scale of measurement  (interval scale of
measurement) were summarized using means and standard deviations.  Those variables
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included:  age, time worked in present employment, number of years since completion of last
degree, and Scholarly activity (number of manuscripts and grant proposals submitted, number
of publications accepted and grants received).
Tenure Status
Since the population was defined as tenured faculty this item was included as a check to
be sure no sampling errors had allowed non tenured faculty to be included in the sample for the
study.   All of the respondents (n = 275) indicated that they were tenured in their current
position.
Age of Respondents
One variable on which subjects were described was current age.  Respondents were
asked to mark the most appropriate of six age categories provided to them.  The largest group
(n = 119, 43.6%) of faculty indicated that their age was in the 50-59 year category.  No one
reported their age as less than 30 years, and only one respondent (0.4%) indicated that his/her
age was 70 years or more (See Table 1).
Table 1.
Current Age of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of
the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Age Category       Number        Percent
________________________________________________________________________
20-29 0 0
30-39           16          5.8
(table con’t.)
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40-49           87        31.9
50-59         119        43.6
60-69           50        18.3
70 or more 1          0.4
________________________________________________________________________
Total         273      100%
________________________________________________________________________
Note.  Two respondents did not provide information regarding Age.
Gender
Of the 273 faculty members responding to this item, 46 (16.8%) indicated they were
Female.  The 227 (83.2%) remaining responses were indicated as being Male.  Two individuals
chose not to report their gender.
Racial/Ethnic Group
The total number of respondents for this item was 272.  The response categories
provided included: African American/Black, Asian/Oriental, Caucasian/White, Indo-European,
Hispanic, Native American (American Indian), and Other (Please state).   The most frequently 
Table 2.
Racial/Ethnic Origin of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern
Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Race/Ethnic Origin       Number         Percent
________________________________________________________________________
Caucasian/White 238 87.5
Asian   18   6.6
(table con’t.)
84
African American/Black     5   1.8
Hispanic     4   1.5
Indo-European     3   1.1
Other a     3   1.1
Native American      1   0.4
                                                                                                                                                 
Total 272b 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
a Three respondents selected the category Other and indicated the following responses: “Cajun”
(n = 1), European American” (n = 1), and “Indo-European are the same” (n = 1).
b Three respondents did not complete this item.
reported category, Caucasian/White, was indicated by 238 (87.5%) of the respondents.  The
smallest representation was one (0.4%) in the Native American/American Indian category. 
Three (1.1%) respondents indicated the “Other (Please state)” response (see Table 2).
Current Marital Situation
Regarding the current marital situation, 271 of the study participants provided useable
responses.  The categories provided to responders included the following: Single, Engaged,
Married, Separated, Widow(er), Divorced, Other (please specify).  The most frequently
selected category was “Married” which was selected by 219 (80.8%) of the respondents.  The
least frequently reported  category was “Separated”  which was checked by one individual
(0.4%).  The category “Widow(er)” was selected by three  (1.1%) respondents (See Table 3).
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Table 3.
Current Marital Situation of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the
Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Marital Situation
   Category         Number                   Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
Married 219 80.8
Divorced   23   8.5
Single   17   6.3
Engaged     4   1.5
Other     4a   1.5
Widow(er)     3   1.1
Separated     1   0.4
                                                                                                                                                
Total 271b 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
a Four respondents selected the response Other and indicated the following responses :
“Partner” (n = 1), “ Not Married” (n = 1), “Partners Relationship Since Years”(n = 1),
and Other checked but no situation specified (n = 1)..
b Four respondents did not complete this item.
Participation in Groups/Organizations
Respondents were asked to indicate their frequency of participation in selected
groups/organizations as “Daily,” “Weekly,” “Monthly,” “Yearly,” or “Do not participate.”  The
group/organization which was reported most frequently  as participated in on a “Daily” basis
was “Professional groups” (n = 16, 5.9%).  The group/organization which was reported most
frequently as participated in on a “Weekly” basis was “Church groups” with 92 (34.2%)
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indicating that they participated in these groups on a “Weekly” basis.  The group that was
reported most frequently as “Do not participate” was “Fraternal groups” with 88.1% (n = 237)
reporting this response (See Table 4).
Table 4. 
Frequency of Participation in Selected Groups/Organizations of Tenured Faculty at a Research




  Church           Professional     Civic     Fraternal  Other
    n (%)     n (%)     n (%)        n (%)   n (%)
________________________________________________________________________
Daily     4 ( 1.5)     16 (  5.9)      2 (  0.7)      1 (0.1)          4(1.5)
Weekly   92 (34.2)     25 (  9.3)     20 ( 7.3)      5 (1.9)        11(4.1)
Monthly   31 (11.5)     79  (28.7)     43 (16.0)         11 (4.1)         1(0.4)
Yearly  21 (  7.6)   117  (43.5)        48 (17.8)         15 (5.5)         1(0.4)
Do Not 
 Participate             121 (44.0)              32 (11.9)      156  (58.0)       237 (88.1)  251(93.7)
                                                                                                                                                      
Total           269a (100.0)         269a (100.0)   269a (100.0)     269a (100)  268b (100%)
                                                                                                                                                     
a Six respondents did not complete this item.
b Seven respondents did not complete this item.
Dependent Status
Respondents in the study were asked to provide information regarding their financial
responsibilities in two specific areas.  The first of these was the number of dependent children
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they had including all for whom they had at least partial financial responsibility.  Study
participants were asked to record their response to this item by marking the most appropriate
category with “6 or more” children as the highest available response category.  The largest
group of respondents (n = 114, 42.9%) indicated that they had “0" dependent children.  The
response category with the second largest number of respondents was “2" children (n = 76,
27.9%).  Only one respondent (0.4%) reported “6 or more” children (See Table 5).
Table 5.
Number of Dependent Children Among Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in
the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Number 
        of Children Number      Percentage
_______________________________________________________________________
0 114 41.9
1   65 23.9
2   76 27.9
3   13 4.8
4     3 1.1




aThree respondents did not complete this item.
The second area of dependent status examined was the number of “Other people” for
whom the respondent had at least partial financial responsibility.  Study participants were asked
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to write in the number associated with this item.  Most of the respondents (n = 223, 82.0%)
indicated “0" in response to this item.  The response reported by the second largest group was 
“1" (n = 24, 8.8%).  The greatest response to this item was “4" with five study participants
(1.8%) providing this response.  The mean number of “Dependent Others” was 0.32 (SD =
.805)(See Table 6).
Table 6.
Number of Other People at Least Partially Financially Dependent on Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Number of Other People      Number        Percentage
(Other than spouse and
children)
________________________________________________________________________
0 223   82.0
1   24     8.8
2   16     4.9
3     4     1.5
4     5     1.8
________________________________________________________________________
Total  272a 100.0
____________________________________________________________________
Note. Mean = 0.32;  Standard Deviation = 0.805.
a Three individuals did not complete this item.
Faculty Status/Academic Rank
Respondents were also asked to indicate their academic rank by checking one of the
responses provided.  The majority of respondents (n = 189, 68.7%) indicated their rank as
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“Professor.”  No respondent reported a rank of “Instructor,” and eight respondents (2.9%)
reported  their rank as “Assistant Professor” (see Table 7).            
Table 7.
Faculty Status/Academic Rank of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the
Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Academic Rank Number Percent
________________________________________________________________________
Professor    189   68.7
Associate Professor     78   28.4
Assistant Professor        8     2.9
Instructor        0     0.0
________________________________________________________________________
Total   275   100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Years Employed in a Faculty Position
Another demographic characteristic on which participating faculty were described was
the number of years they had been employed in a faculty position at their current university. 
This was measured from the responses provided to the item on the survey, “In what year were
you employed in a faculty position at this university?”  A total of 263 study participants
provided a useable response to this item.  To calculate the variable of interest from the
information provided, the researcher subtracted the response from the current year for each
respondent.  For example, if the respondent indicated the s/he was initially employed in the
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year 1980, this value was subtracted from 2002 (the year in which the study was conducted)
resulting in a value for the number of years employed in a faculty position at the university of
22.  The calculated number of years employed ranged from a low of one year to a high of 40
years.   The mean number of years employed in a faculty position at the current university was
18.1 (SD = 8.78).  When these data were examined in categories, the largest group (n = 54,
20.5%) of respondents were in the 11 to 15 years category.  The next largest groups were
individuals who indicated that they had been employed for  16 to 20 years (n = 51,19.4%) and
21 to 25 years (n = 51,19.4%).  Only seven individuals (2.7%) reported they had been
employed for 36 years or more. (See Table 8.)
Table 8.
Years Employed in a Faculty Position at Current University of Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Years Employed
     Category        Number       Percentage
_______________________________________________________________________
     5 or less 18  6.8
     6-10 36 13.7
   11-15 54 20.5
   16-20 51 19.4
   21-25 51 19.4
   26-30 22   8.4
(table con’t.)
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   31-35 24   9.1




Note.   Mean = 18.1; SD = 8.78,;Range 1 to 40.
a Twelve respondents did not complete this item.
Highest Educational Degree Completed
All of the respondents (n = 275) indicated their highest educational level/degree.  No
respondents reported a BS/BA as the highest degree completed.  Eighteen (n = 18, 6.5%)
respondents indicated that their highest degree completed was an MS/MA/MEd.  Two hundred
forty four (n = 244, 88.7%) respondents indicated that their highest degree completed was the
Doctorate.  Thirteen (n = 13, 4.7%) respondents indicated that they had completed other
degrees such as: Masters of Music, Master of Fine Arts, Doctorate of Veterinary Medicine,
etc.(See Table 9).
Table 9.
Highest Educational Degree Completed by Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University





MS/MA/MEd   18   6.5
(table con’t.)
92
BS/BA     0               0.0




a Thirteen respondents listed Other Degrees which consisted of  Master of Fine Arts (n = 3), 
Master of Music (n = 1), Juris Doctorate (n = 2), and Doctor of Veterinary Medicine (n = 5).
The Number of Years Since Completing Highest Degree
Another variable on which the study participants were described was the number of years since
they had completed their highest educational degree.  Respondents were asked to indicate the
year in which they completed their highest degree.  This information was then used to compute
the “Number of years since completing their highest degree” by subtracting the year reported
from the current year.  The mean number of years since completion of the highest degree was
22.1 years (SD = 8.65) and the years ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 44.  When these data
were examined in categories, the largest group of respondents (n = 51, 18.8%) reported degree
completion years that placed them in the 11 to 15 year category (see Table 10).  
Table 10.
Number of Years Since Completing Highest Degree of Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States 
________________________________________________________________________
Year Category        Number        Percent
________________________________________________________________________
0-5  2 0.8
6-10           22 8.1
     (table con’t.)
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11-15 51           18.8
16-20 44           16.2
21-25 48           17.7
26-30 47           17.4
31-35 44           16.3
36-40 12 4.5




Note.  Mean = 22.1; S. D. = 8.65; Range = 1 to 44.
a Four respondents did not complete this item.
The second largest group (n = 48, 17.7%) was in the 21 to 25 year category.  Additionally, only
two (0.8%) of the respondents reported years that placed them in the 5 years or less category.
Number of Years Since Achieving Tenure
Another variable on which respondents were described was the length of time since the
faculty members were granted tenure.  Respondents were asked to write the year in which they
were granted tenure at the university.  That number was subtracted from the year 2002, the year
in which this study was conducted, and produced the resulting number of years since achieving
tenure.  The number of years since tenure was granted ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 36. 
The mean number of years since tenure was granted was 13.1 (SD = 8.38).  When the number
of years since granting of tenure was examined in categories of years, the largest group of
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respondents was in the 5 to 9 years category (n = 63, 23.9%).  In addition, 51 (19.3%) were in
the 10 - 14 year category, and 47 (17.8%) were in the 15 to 19 year category.  The category
with the fewest respondents was the group that had been 30 or more years since their tenure
was granted (n = 10, 3.8%)(See Table 11).
Table 11.
Number of Years Since Achieving Tenure for Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive
University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Years Category n       Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
 <5 42 15.9
5-9  63 23.9
         10-14 51 19.3
         15-19 47 17.8
         20-24 33 12.5
         25-29 18   6.8
         30+ 10   3.8
________________________________________________________________________
        Totals 264a 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note.   Mean = 13.1; S. D. = 8.38; Range = 0 to 36..
aEleven (11) respondents did not complete this item.
Self Reported Health Status
Respondents were asked to indicate their perception of their own health status by
selecting from the following options: Excellent, Good, Fair, and Poor.  Two hundred seventy
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two (272) respondents completed this item. Of the responses, the category “Excellent”
produced the largest response with 136 (50%).  The smallest response was in the category
“Poor” which was selected by three (1.1%) respondents.  Three individuals did not complete
this item (See Table 12).
Table 12.
Self Reported Health Status of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the
Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Category         Number       Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
Excellent     136 50.0
Good 114 41.9
Fair   19   6.9
Poor     3   1.1
                                                                                                                                                
Total 272a 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
a Three respondents did not complete this item.
Health Concerns
Respondents were asked to indicate their perceived health concerns from a provided list
if they considered their health to be less that Excellent.  There were fourteen selected areas of
concern listed including: Arthritis, Ulcers, Cancer, High Blood Pressure, Heart Problems, Head
Aches, Anxiety, Diabetes, Eating Disorder, Sleeplessness, Depression, Excessive Smoking,
Excessive Alcohol Consumption, and Other (please list).  Study participants were asked to
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check all that applied from the list.  The most frequently reported health concern was High
Blood Pressure (n = 43, 31.6%), followed by Sleeplessness (n = 34, 25%) and Arthritis (n = 33,
24.3% of reported conditions).  Depression was also frequently reported (n = 32, 23.5%) as was
Anxiety (n = 30, 22.1%) (See Table 13).  Respondents were also asked to include health
concerns they reported which were not listed in the category of Other.  Those (Other) responses
are listed in Appendix I.
Table 13.
Health Concerns of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern
Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Condition of Concern        Number       Percentage
_______________________________________________________________________









Diabetes 10   7.4
Eating Disorder   9   6.6
(table con’t.)
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Excess Smoking   9   6.6
Excess Alcohol Consumption   9   6.6
Ulcers   3   2.2
________________________________________________________________________
Note.  Number of responses does not sum to the number of respondents since participants were
asked to check all that apply.
a  The category Other is listed in Appendix I..
Scholarly Productivity
Another variable of investigation was the scholarly productivity of faculty.  This was
measured using two areas of faculty activity: manuscript publication and grant funding.  In the
manuscript publication area, faculty were asked to provide information regarding both number
of manuscripts submitted for publication and the number accepted for publication in the past
three years.  Study participants were asked to report both number of manuscripts submitted and
accepted on the following scale: “0,” “1,” “2-5,” or “more than 5.”  The response category that
was reported by the largest number of participants regarding number of manuscripts submitted
was “More than 5" (n = 119, 43.6%).  In addition, 107 (39.2%) indicated that they had
submitted “2-5" manuscripts in the past three years.  More than a tenth of the respondents (n =
32, 11.7%) reported that they had submitted “0" manuscripts for publication in the past three
years (see Table 14).
The number of manuscripts accepted for publication was also examined as part of the
measurement of scholarly productivity.  The largest group of study participants (n = 120,
43.8%) reported the response category “2-5" manuscripts accepted for publication in the past
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three years.  In addition, 33 participants (12.0%) indicated “0" manuscripts accepted for
publication in the past three years.
Table 14.
Manuscripts Submitted and Accepted Within the Past Three Years (since 9-99) by Tenured
Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
_______________________________________________________________________
Faculty Submitting Faculty Having Manuscripts
    Manuscripts                  Accepted                  
Number
Categories Number Percentage Number Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
0     32     11.7     33      12.0
1     15      5.5     27        9.9
2-5   107    39.2   120      43.8
More than 5   119    43.6     94      34.3
________________________________________________________________________
Total  273a  100.0   274b    100.0 
________________________________________________________________________
a Two respondents did not complete this item. 
b One Respondent did not complete this item. 
The other area of scholarly productivity examined in this study was grant activity. 
Respondents were asked to report the number of grants for which they had applied and the
number for which they had received funding in the past three years using the same response
categories as employed for the manuscript submission/acceptance.  Regarding the number of
grants applied for, the largest group of faculty (n = 114, 41.6%) indicated that they had applied
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for “2-5" grants in the last three years.  Almost one-fourth (n = 65, 23.7%) reported that they
had applied for “0" grants in the last three years.
When the number of grants received was examined, more than one-third (n = 93,
33.9%) indicated that they had received “0" grants in the last three years.  The largest response
category (n = 101, 36.9%) was “2-5" grants received in the last three years (see Table 15).
Table 15.
Grants Applied For and Received Within the Past Three Years (since 9-99) by Tenured Faculty
at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Grants Applied For Grants Received
Category Number Percentage Number Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
0    65     23.7     93     33.9
1    29     10.6     47     17.2
2-5  114     41.6   101     36.9
More than 5    66     24.1     33     12.0
________________________________________________________________________
Total  274a   100.0   273b   100.0
________________________________________________________________________
a One respondent did not complete this item.
b Two respondents did not complete this item.
Work Activities
Study participants were asked to provide information on two aspects of their work
activities.  They were asked to indicate the percentage of time that they actually spent in a
typical week in the areas of teaching, research, administration, service, and other.  They were
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asked to indicate how much of their time was allocated to each of these areas based on their
official university assignment.  Regarding their actual activities, the mean percentage of time
allocated to instructional duties was 39.4.  This was the area that received the highest mean
percentage of actual activity.  The reported percentages spent in teaching activities ranged from
a low of 0% to a high of 100%.  The second highest mean percentage of time spent was in the
area of research (mean = 32.5%)(see Table 16). 
Table 16.
Time Spent in Activities During the Work Week of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive
University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Actual Percent Officially Assigned
of Effort a Effort b
Activity Mean     S.D.   Range Mean    S.D.      Range
________________________________________________________________________
Teaching 39.4     20.70     0-100   44.8      23.84    0-100
Research 32.5     20.94    0-85 40.9      24.44    0-100
Administration 15.2 21.89      0-100 10.6      24.04    0-100
Service 12.7     11.78      0-60 3.1        8.00      0-40
Otherc 1.1       6.62        0-75 0.7        5.82      0-75
________________________________________________________________________
a n = 275.
b n = 269.
c n = 13 for Actual; n = 6 for Official
A total of 13 respondents indicated that they spent time in “Other” activities.  These
individuals were asked to specify the “Other” activity.  All of the 13 did specify an activity,




Approximate Time Spent in “Other” Activities During the Work Week of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
“Other” Activity      Number    Percent of Responses
________________________________________________________________________
“Bureaucratic” (Including “Extension 3 23.0
Activities”)
Outreach/Recruitment 2 15.4
Paperwork, Letter Writing 2 15.4
“Actual Total is More than 100%” 1   7.7
Family 1   7.7
Miscellaneous Student Dilemmas 1   7.7
Performing/Practicing 1   7.7
Special Temporary Assignment 1      7.7
Support of Staff 1    7.7
________________________________________________________________________
Total           13 100%
________________________________________________________________________
The other aspect of work assignments examined in the study was the official percentage
assignments to each of the same five areas of activity (teaching, research, administration,
service, and other).  The area which had the highest mean percentage official assignment was
teaching (Mean = 44.8%).  Reported official teaching assignments ranges from a low of 0% to
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a high of 100%.  The second highest area of official assignment was research (Mean = 40.9%). 
Six respondents reported an “Other” official job assignment.  The most frequently reported
“Other” assignment was LCES, Special Assignment (see Table 18).
Table 18.
Approximate Time Spent in “Other” Official University Assigned  Activities During the Work
Week of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the
United States
________________________________________________________________________
“Other” Activity Number Percent of Responses
________________________________________________________________________
LCESa, Special Assignment      2 33.3
Do Not Know/Understand Question      2 33.3
Advising      1 16.6
Dealing With Problem Individuals      1 16.6
________________________________________________________________________
Total      6 100%b
________________________________________________________________________
a LCES is the abbreviation for Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
b Total is rounded to 100%.
Another aspect of the faculty member’s work assignment that was examined in this
study was the current teaching and advising load.  Respondents were asked to indicate the total
number of credit hours they were currently teaching and the total number of courses they were
currently teaching.  Regarding the number of credit hours taught, responses ranged from a low
of 0 to a high of 15 with a mean number of credit hours taught of 5.1 (SD = 3.14).  When the
number of credit hours taught was examined in categories, the largest group of faculty (n = 97,
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35.9%) reported that they were teaching from 4 to 6 credit hours.  In addition, almost a tenth (n
= 26, 9.6%) reported that they were currently teaching “0" credit hours (see Table 19).
Table 19.
Number of Credit Hours Being Taught by Tenured Faculty of a Research Extensive University
in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Hours Number          Percent
________________________________________________________________________




         10-12 17   6.3




Note.  Mean credit hours taught = 5.1; SD = 3.14; Range from 0 to 15.
a Five respondents did not provide useable data for this item.
The reported number of courses currently being taught was also included as an item of
investigation.  The responses to this item ranged from 0 to 7 with a mean number of courses
taught of 1.8 (SD = 1.16).  The largest group of respondents (n = 99, 36.1%) reported that they
were teaching two courses.  Only five respondents (1.8%) indicated that they were teaching
five or more courses (see Table 20).
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Table 20.
Number of Courses Being Taught by Tenured Faculty of a Research Extensive University in
the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________






4 16   5.9




Note.  Mean = 1.80, SD = 1.16, Range = 0 to 7.
a One respondent did not provide useable data for this item.
The study participants were also asked to indicate the number of both masters thesis and
doctoral dissertation committees they were currently chairing (including those graduating
during the semester of response).  The number of masters thesis committees that respondents
reported chairing ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 11 with the mean number of thesis
committees chaired of 1.0 (SD = 1.68).  The majority of faculty (n = 149, 54.6%) indicated that
they were chairing “0" masters thesis committees.  In addition, 88 (32.2%) were chairing one or
two thesis committees (see Table 21).
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Table 21.
Graduate Student Research Committees Currently Chaired by Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Number of     Masters           Doctoral
Committees        Number       Percent     Number      Percent
________________________________________________________________________
0 149        54.6      125            45.6
1-2   88             32.2        86            31.4
3-4   27          9.9       50            18.2
5-6      3          1.1         8         2.9
7-8     3          1.1         2 0.7
9-10     2          0.7         1 0.4
11-12     1          0.4         1 0.4
13 or More                 0          0.0         1 0.4
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Mean masters thesis committees chaired = 1.0, SD = 1.68; Mean doctoral
dissertation committees chaired = 1.4, SD = 0.45.
a n = 273.
b n = 274.
When the number of doctoral dissertation committees being chaired was examined, almost half
(n = 125, 45.6%) indicated that they were chairing “0" dissertation committees.  Only five
respondents (1.9%) reported chairing more than six dissertation committees.  The mean number
of doctoral dissertation committees currently being chaired was 1.4 (SD = 0.45) (See Table 21).
Study participants were also asked to indicate whether or not they held an
administrative appointment concurrently with their faculty appointment and if they did the
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administrative titles they held.  Of the 275 respondents who provided useable data for this
question, 79 (28.8%) indicated “Yes” that they did hold an administrative appointment while
195 (71.2%) did not hold an administrative appointment.  Of the respondents who indicated
that they held an administrative appointment, the largest group (n = 32) reported their title as
“Department Chair.”  This was 40.5% of those who indicated they held an administrative title
and 11.7% of the total group of subjects who answered this item (see Table 22).  The second
largest response was to the “Other” category of administrative titles.  More than one-fourth (n =
22, 27.8%) of those with administrative titles indicated that they were something other than
those titles listed.  They were also asked to specify what their title was if they marked “Other.” 
The title indicated most was “Director of Institute” (n = 11, 39.3%).
Table 22.
Administrative Titles Held by Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the
Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Title       Number         Percent          Percent of Total Group
________________________________________________________________________
Department Chair 32 40.5 11.7
Other 22 27.8   8.0
Coordinator of
Graduate Programs 13 16.5   4.7
Assistant or Assistant
Dean   8 10.1   2.9
Dean   0   0.0     0.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note.  Frequencies do not add to 100% since subjects were instructed to check all that apply.
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Faculty was asked to select a category indicating their age when first employed at the
university.  The age categories of selection were: 20-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50-59; 60-69;  and 70
years or more.  The category selected by the largest number of faculty was 30-39 (n = 129,
47.3%).  The second most selected category of age when first employed was 20-29 (n = 90,
33%).  Two respondents (0.7%) selected the category 60-69 (see Table 23).
Table 23.
Age When First Employed in a Faculty Position at this University of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States.
________________________________________________________________________
Category n       Percentage
________________________________________________________________________
20 - 29 90 33.0
30 - 39           129 47.3
40 - 49 43 15.8
50 - 59   9   3.3
60 - 69   2   0.7




a Two participants did not respond to this item.
Objective Two  
Objective two was to describe tenured research extensive university faculty member job
satisfaction as measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), and the Job in General (JIG). 
Each of the sub-scales of the JDI has a possible range of scores of from 0 to 54.  In addition,
each of the sub-scales has available norms to which the raw data can be converted to ascertain
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the relative satisfaction of the subjects in the current study.  Data for each of the sub-scales is
presented both as raw data and as normative data.  The first step in converting the raw data to
normative data is to select the most appropriate set of norms for use with the group under
investigation.  Since the subjects in this study were tenured faculty members in higher
education, the most appropriate norming variable was determined to be educational level, and
the norm group selected as most applicable was “Graduate Degree,” as described in the JDI/JIG
Manual Supplement (Balzer, et. al., 1997, Supplement).  This was selected as the normative
group that would most consistently represent the subjects in this study.  
Work on Present Job
For the dimension of Job Satisfaction, “Work on Present Job,” the raw scores of the
respondents ranged from the lowest possible score of “0" to the highest possible score of “54.” 
The mean raw data score for the “Work on Present Job” scale of the JDI was 44.40 (SD =
11.82).  To derive an interpretation of whether or not employees are satisfied with a dimension
of their job, Balzer, et.al. (1997) recommended that the midpoint of the possible range of scores
(27) should be used as a reference point.  They then suggest that scores at this point and the
scores surrounding it be treated as a group that “feel neither good nor bad about particular
aspects of their jobs” (Balzer, er. al., 1997, p.26).  They suggest that scores “well above” this
“neutral” point of 27 (32 or above) indicate satisfaction while scores “well below” 27 (22 or
below) indicate dissatisfaction.  When the data from the “Work on Present Job” was
summarized using this procedure, 8% of the study participants (n =22) were found to have
109
scores classified as dissatisfied.  Additionally, 236 (86.1%) of the scores for the “Work on
Present Job” dimension were classified as satisfied (see Table 24).
Table 24.
Job Satisfaction Level for Work on Present Job Subscale Raw Scores of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the Southern United States
________________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Category         Number          Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or higher 236 86.1
23 - 31   16   5.9




Note. Mean Subscale Score = 44.4;  SD = 11.82;  Range =  0 to 54.
a One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses
were converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level -
graduate degree), and the norms were presented for the “Work on Present Job” dimension sub-
score.   The range of scores on the normative data was from a low of 1 to a high of 99.  The
median percentile score for the subjects in this study was 64.  Additionally, 38 (13.9%) of the
study participants had percentile scores below 25, and 120 (43.8%) had percentile scores above
75 (see Table 25). 
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Table 25.
Job Satisfaction Level for Work on Present Job Subscale Percentile Scores of Tenured Faculty
at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the Southern United States
________________________________________________________________________
         Job Satisfaction
       Percentile Category Number Percent
________________________________________________________________________
76 or Higher 120 43.8
25 - 75 116 42.3
24 or Lower 38 13.9
                                                                                                                                               
Totala 274 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 64 (Range = 1 to 99).
a One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
Present Pay
For the dimension of Job Satisfaction, “Present Pay,” the raw scores of the respondents
ranged from the lowest score of  “10" to the highest score of “42.”  The mean raw data score for
the “Present Pay” scale of the JDI was 26.57 (SD = 6.59).  To derive an interpretation of whether
or not employees are satisfied with a dimension of their job, Balzer, et.al. (1997) recommended
that the midpoint of the possible range of scores (27) should be used as a reference point.  They
then suggest that scores at this point and the scores surrounding it be treated as a group that “feel
neither good nor bad about particular aspects of their jobs” (Balzer, et  al., 1997, p.26).  They
suggest that scores “well above” this “neutral” point of 27 (32 or above) indicate satisfaction
while scores “well below” 27 (22 or below) indicate dissatisfaction.  When the data from the
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“Present Pay” was summarized using this procedure, 24.5% of the study participants (n =67) were
found to have scores classified as dissatisfied.  Additionally, 54 (19.7%) of the scores for the
“Present Pay” dimension were classified as satisfied (see Table  26).
Table 26.
Job Satisfaction Level for Present Pay Subscale Raw Score of Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the Southern United States
________________________________________________________________________
   Job Satisfaction Category       Number          Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or higher 54 19.7
23 - 31           153 55.8




Note. Mean Subscale Score = 26.57 (SD = 6.59; Range = 10 to 42).
a One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses were
converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level - graduate
degree), and the norms were presented for the “Present Pay” dimension sub-score.   The range of 
Table 27.
Job Satisfaction Level for Present Pay Subscale Percentile Scores of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the Southern United States
________________________________________________________________________
    Job Satisfaction Category        Number       Percent
________________________________________________________________________
76 or higher    0   0
25 - 74 265 96.7
(table con’t.)
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24 or lower     9   3.3
                                                                                                                                                
Totala 274 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 47 (Range = 15 to 73).
a One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
scores on the normative data was from a low of 15 to a high of 73.  The median percentile score
for the subjects in this study was 47.  Additionally, 9 (3.3%) of the study participants had
percentile scores below 25, and zero (0.0%) had percentile scores above 75 (see Table 27). 
Opportunities for Promotion
For the dimension of “Opportunities for Promotion,” the raw scores of the respondents
ranged from the lowest possible score of “0" to the highest possible score of “54.”  The mean
raw data score for the “Opportunity for Promotion” scale of the JDI was 22.99 (SD =16.20). 
To derive an interpretation of whether or not employees were satisfied with a dimension of
their job, Balzer, et.al. (1997) recommend that the midpoint of the possible range of scores (27)
should be used as a reference point.  They then suggest that scores at this point and the scores
surrounding it be treated as a group that “feel neither good or bad about particular aspects of
their jobs” (Balzer, et. al., 1997, p. 26).  They suggest that scores “well above” this “neutral”
point of 27 (32 or above) indicate satisfaction while scores “well below” 27 (22 or below)
indicate dissatisfaction.  When the data from the “Opportunity for Promotion” was summarized
using this procedure, 54.7% (n = 150) were found to have scores classified as dissatisfied. 
Additionally, 76 (27.7%) of the scores for the “Opportunity for Promotion” dimension were
classified as satisfied (see Table 28).
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Table 28.
Job Satisfaction Level for Opportunity for Promotion Subscale Raw Scores for Tenured
Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States 
________________________________________________________________________
   Job Satisfaction Category         Number         Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or above   76 27.7
23 - 31   48 17.5




Note. Mean Subscale Score = 22.99 (SD = 16.20; Range = 0 to 54).
a  One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses
were converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level -
graduate degree), and the norms were presented for the “Opportunity for Promotion” 
dimension sub-score.  The range of scores on the normative data was from a low of 11 to
Table 29.
Job Satisfaction Level for Opportunity for Promotion Subscale Percentile Scores for Tenured
Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
                                                                                                                                                      
Job Satisfaction Percentile Category Number Percent
                                                                                                                                                     
76 or Higher       94 34.3
 
            25 - 75               125 45.6
            24 or Lower                 55 20.1
______________________________________________________________________
Totala     274            100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 62 (Range = 11 to 99).
a One respondent (0.4%) did not complete this scale.
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a high of 99.  The median percentile score for the subjects in this study was 62.  Additionally,
55 (20.1 %) of the study participants had percentile scores below 25, and 94 (34.3%) had
percentile scores above 75 (see Table 29).
Supervision
For the dimension of Job Satisfaction, “Supervision,” the raw scores of respondents
ranged from the lowest possible score of “0" to the highest possible score of “54.”  The mean
raw data score for the “Supervision” scale of the JDI was 36.89(SD = 14.19).  To derive an
interpretation of whether or not employees are satisfied with a dimension of their job, Balzer, et
al. (1997), recommend that the midpoint of the possible range of scores (27) should be used as
a reference point.  They then suggest that scores at this point and the scores surrounding it be
treated as a group that “feel neither good or bad about particular aspects of their jobs” (Balzer,
et. al. 1997).   They suggest that scores “well above” this “neutral” point of 27 (32 or above
indicate satisfaction while scores “well below” 27 (22 or below) indicate dissatisfaction.  When 
Table 30.
Job Satisfaction Level for Supervision Subscale Raw Scores of Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
        Job Satisfaction Category        Number         Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or higher 180 66.2
23 - 31  39 14.3




Note. Mean Subscale Score = 36.89 (SD = 14.19; Range = 0 to 54).
a Three respondents (1.1%) did not complete this scale.
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the data from  “Supervision” was summarized using this procedure, 19.3% (n = 53) were found
to have scores classified as dissatisfied.  Additionally, 180 (65.5%) of the scores for the
“Satisfaction” dimension were classified as satisfied (see Table 30).
In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses
were converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level -
graduate degree), and the norms were presented for the “Supervision” dimension sub-score. 
The range of scores on the normative data was from a low of 1 to a high of 99.  The median
percentile score for the subjects in this study was 52.  Additionally, 46 (16.9%) of the study
participants had percentile scores below 25, and 90 (33.1%) had percentile scores above 75 (see
Table 31).
Table 31.
Job Satisfaction Level for Supervision Subscale Percentile Scores for Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Percentile Category Number Percent
________________________________________________________________________
76 or Higher     90    33.1
25 - 75   136    50.0
24 or Lower     46    16.9
________________________________________________________________________
           Totala  272  100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 52 (Range = 1 to 99).
a Three respondents (1.2%) did not complete this scale.
People at Work
For the dimension of Job Satisfaction, “People at Work,” the raw scores of the
respondents ranged from the lowest possible score of “0" to the highest possible score of “54.” 
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The mean raw data score for the “People at Work” scale of the JDI was 38.44 (SD = 12.90). 
To derive an interpretation of whether or not employees are satisfied with a dimension of their
job, Balzer (et. al, 1997 recommended that the midpoint of the possible range of scores (27)
should be used as a reference point.  They then suggest that scores at this point and the scores
surrounding it be treated as a group that “feel neither good or bad about particular aspects of
their jobs (Balzer, et. al., 1997, p. 26).  They suggest that scores “well above” this “neutral”
point of 27 (32 or above) indicate satisfaction while scores “well below” 27 (22 or below)
indicate dissatisfaction.  When the data from  “People at Work” was summarized using this
procedure, 13.3% ( n = 36) were found to have scores classified as dissatisfied.  Additionally,
202 (74.0%) of the scores for the “People at Work” dimension were classified as satisfied (see
Table 32).
Table 32.
Job Satisfaction Level for People at Work Subscale Raw Scores of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
       Job Satisfaction Category        Number         Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or higher 202 74.0
23 -31   35 12.8
22 or lower   36 13.2
________________________________________________________________________
Totala 273  100.0
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean Subscale Score = 38.44 (SD = 12.90; Range = 0 to 54).
a Two respondent (0.7%) did not complete this scale.
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In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses
were converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level -
graduate degree), and the norms were presented for the “People at Work” dimension sub-score. 
The range of scores on the normative data was from a low of 1 to a high of 99.  The median
percentile score for the subjects in this study was 46.  Additionally, 52(19.0%) of the study
participants had percentile scores below 25, and 85 (31.1%) had percentile scores above 75 (see
Table 33).
Table 33.
Job Satisfaction Level for People at Work Subscale Percentile Scores for Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Percentile Category Number Percent
________________________________________________________________________
                76 or Higher           85 31.1
                25 - 75        136 49.9
                24 or Lower         52 19.0
      ______________________________________________________________________
               Totala 272 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 46.0 (Range = 2 to 99).
a Two respondents (0.7%) did not complete this scale.
Job in General
For the dimension of Job Satisfaction, “Job in General,” the raw scores of the
respondents ranged from the lowest possible score of “0" to the highest possible score of “54.” 
The mean raw data score for the “Job in General” scale of the JIG was 41.29 (SD = 13.03).  To
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derive an interpretation of whether or not employees are satisfied with a dimension of their job,
Balzer, et. al.(1997 recommend that the midpoint of the possible range of scores (27) should be
used as a reference point.  They then suggest that scores at this point and the scores
surrounding it be treated as a group that “feel neither good or bad about particular aspects of
their jobs (Balzer, et. al., 1997, p. 26).  They suggest that scores “well above” this “neutral”
point of 27 (32 or above) indicate satisfaction while scores “well below” 27 (22 or below)
indicate dissatisfaction.  When the data from  “Job in General” was summarized using this
procedure, 10.3% ( n = 28) were found to have scores classified as dissatisfied.  Additionally,
224 (82.1%) of the scores for the “Job in General” dimension were classified as satisfied (see
Table 34).
Table 34.
Job Satisfaction Level for Job in General Subscale Raw Scores of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
        Job Satisfaction Category        Number           Percent
________________________________________________________________________
32 or higher 224 82.1
23 -31   21   7.7
22 or lower   28 10.3
________________________________________________________________________
Total a 273 100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Mean Subscale Score = 41.28 (SD = 13.03; Range = 0 to 54).
a Two respondent (0.7%) did not complete this scale.
In addition to reporting the summary of the raw score data, the individual responses
were converted to normative data based on the specified norm group (educational level -
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graduate degree), and the norms were presented for the “Job in General” dimension sub-score. 
The range of scores on the normative data was from a low of 1 to a high of 99.  The median
percentile score for the subjects in this study was 63.  Additionally, 49(17.9%) of the study
participants had percentile scores below 25, and 85 (31.1%) had percentile scores above 75 (see
Table 35).
Table 35.
Job Satisfaction Level for Job in General Subscale Percentile Scores for Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
_______________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Percentile Category Number Percent
________________________________________________________________________
                 76 or Higher            85 31.1
                 25 - 75          139 50.9
                 24 or Lower           49 17.9
________________________________________________________________________
                 Totala 273  100.0
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Median Percentile Score = 45 (Range = 1 to 99).
a Two respondents (0.7%) did not complete this scale.
Objective Three
Objective three was to describe burnout of tenured faculty at a research extensive
university in the southern portion of the United States as measured by the Maslach Burnout
Inventory Form Educators Survey  (MBI-ES).  The MBI-ES was completed and returned by
263 faculty members, with 12 respondents not completing this portion of the survey.
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Guidelines for interpreting the results from the MBI indicate that the instrument
produces three sub-scale scores (Maslach, et. al., 1996).  These sub-scales are defined as
Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment.  Nine of the 22 items
are summed to produce the “Emotional Exhaustion” (EE) sub-scale score; and five items are
summed to produce the “Depersonalization” (DP) sub-scale score.  For these two scales, higher
values represent higher levels of burnout.  The third scale is labeled “Personal
Accomplishment” (PA) and is calculated as the sum of the remaining eight items in the  scale. 
This sub-scale is coded such that higher scores represent lower levels of burnout (indicated by
higher perceived levels of personal accomplishment).  Since the three sub-scale scores are
measured on a different absolute measurement scales (e.g. there are different numbers of items
in each sub-scale, and the score is computed by summing the items in the sub-scale.) the results
from the MBI are most meaningful when they are classified into the categories of “Low
Burnout,” “Average Burnout,” or “High Burnout” for each sub-scale.   In addition, since
subjects from widely diverse careers, educational levels, ethnic groups, etc. were used in
establishing the norms used for this interpretation, it is important to select the most appropriate
normative group for establishing the classification of data for a specific study.  The norms that
were considered most appropriate for classifying the findings from the subjects in this study
was the “Post Secondary Education” group.  
Data collected in earlier studies from individuals working in post secondary education
settings were used to establish the following interpretive guidelines for the “Emotional
Exhaustion” sub-scale: scores of 13 or less are defined as “Low Levels” of “Emotional
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Exhaustion” burnout; scores of 14 to 23 are defined as “Average Levels” of “Emotional
Exhaustion” burnout;  and scores of 24 or higher are defined as “High Levels” of “Emotional
Exhaustion” burnout. Data collected in earlier studies from individuals working in post
secondary settings were used to establish the following interpretive guidelines for the
“Depersonalization” sub-scale: scores of two or less are defined as “Low Levels” of
“Depersonalization” burnout; scores of three to eight are defined as “Average Levels” of
“Depersonalization” burnout; scores of nine or higher are defined as “High Levels” of
“Depersonalization” burnout.  Data collected in earlier studies from individuals working in post
secondary education settings were used to establish the following interpretive guidelines for the
“Personal Accomplishment” sub-scale: scores of 43 or greater are defined as “Low Levels” of
“Personal Accomplishment” burnout; scores of 42 to 36 are defined as “Average Levels” of
“Personal Accomplishment” burnout; and scores of 35 or less are defined as “High Levels” of
“Personal Accomplishment” burnout (Maslach, et. al., 1996)(See Table 36 for the normative
categorization of MBI Scores for Post Secondary Education for each of the sub-scales of
“Emotional Exhaustion,” “Depersonalization,” and “Personal Accomplishment”).
Table 36.
Normative Categorization of Post Secondary Education MBI-ESa Scores
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory Form Educators Scales Facets
Level of Burnout Emotional        Personal 
Exhaustion   Depersonalization    Accomplishment
________________________________________________________________________
Low   < 13 < 2 > 43
(Lower third)
                                                                                                                 (table con’t.)
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Average   14-23                       3-8                               42-36
(Middle third)
High   > 24                    > 9  < 35
(Upper third)
________________________________________________________________________
aMaslach, Jackson, and Leiter, 1996.
The “Emotional Exhaustion” raw scores of the faculty participants in this study ranged
from a low of 0 to a high of 53, with a possible range of scores of from 0 to 54.  The mean raw
score on this sub-scale was 19.95 (SD = 12.26).  Based on the MBI interpretive guidelines, the
largest number of respondents (n = 93, 35.3%) were found to have “Emotional Exhaustion”
scores classified as high burnout.  Almost an equal number (n = 92, 35.0%) of respondents had
scores in the low burnout category  (see Table 37).
Table 37.
Levels of “Emotional Exhaustion” Burnout on the MBI-ES among Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Respondent Emotional









Note. 263 Respondents completed this instrument.
a Respondent Group Mean Score = 19.95; SD = 12.26.
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Raw scores on the “Depersonalization” subscale ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 24. 
The possible range of scores was from 0 to 30.  The mean “Depersonalization” score was 5.91
(SD = 5.08).  When the “Depersonalization” subscale scores were examined utilizing the
interpretive guidelines for the Postsecondary Educators group as provided by the MBI-ES
Manual (Maslach et al., 1996), the largest group of respondents (n = 115, 43.7%) were in the
“Average”category of burnout.  Slightly more than one-fourth (n = 67, 25.5%) of the study
participants had scores which classified them in the high burnout category on this subscale (see
Table 38).
Table 38.
Levels of “Depersonalization” Burnout on the MBI-ES by Tenured Faculty at a Research












Note. 263 respondents completed this instrument.
 a Respondent Group Mean Score = 5.9; SD = 5.08.
Raw scores on the “Personal Accomplishment” sub-scale ranged from a low of 0 to a
high of 48.  The possible range of scores was from 0 to 48.  The mean “Personal
Accomplishment” score was 36.6 (SD = 7.38).  When the “Personal Accomplishment” scores
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were examined utilizing the interpretive guidelines for the Post Secondary Educators group as
provided by the MBI-ES Manual (Maslach, et at., 1996), the largest group of respondents (n =
103, 39.2%) were in the “Low” category of burnout.  Less than one-fourth (n = 59, 22.4%) of
the study participants had scores which classified them in the high burnout category on this
subscale (see Table 39).
Table 39.
Levels of “Personal Accomplishment” Burnout on the MBI-ES by Tenured Faculty at a













Note. 263 respondents completed this instrument.
a Respondent Group Mean Score = 36.6; SD = 7.38.
Objective Four
Objective four was to determine if a relationship existed between higher education
faculty demographic variables of age, gender, ethnic origin, marital status, organizational
participation, dependent status (number of children and/or other significant individuals
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dependent on the faculty member), time worked in present employment, educational level,
number of years since last degree, number of years since tenured, physical health status, and
scholarly productivity, and burnout as measured by the MBI-ES.  
In examining the relationship between burnout as measured by the scales of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory - Educators Survey and selected demographic characteristics, the
statistical test used to measure the association was selected based on its appropriateness for the
level of measurement of each variable as well as to maximize the interpretability of the results. 
For those variables measured on an interval scale of measurement, the Pearson’s Product
Moment correlation coefficient was used to measure the association.  These variables included
Dependent Status, Years in this Employment, Years since Highest Degree, Years since being
granted Tenure, and Health Status.  For variables that were measured on an ordinal scale, the
Spearman Rank Order correlation coefficient was used to measure the association.  These
variables included age, frequency of participation in selected groups/organizations, highest
level of education completed, and scholarly productivity.  The variables Gender and Marital
Status were each measured on a dichotomous scale and the t-test was used to measure the
difference in burnout between the groups of each variable.  This was selected to maximize the
ease of interpretation of the analysis.
Descriptors developed by Davis (1971) were used to describe the magnitude of the
relationship between the variables in this study.  These descriptors included .00 to .09 =
negligible association; .10 to .29 = low association; .30 to .49 = moderate association; .50 to
.69 = substantial association; and, .70 or higher = very strong association.  
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Relationship Between Age and Burnout
When the relationship between the current age of respondents and their level of burnout
as measured by the scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory were examined, two of the
burnout scales were found to be related to the age of study participants.  The highest
association between age and burnout was found with the Emotional Exhaustion Scale ( r = -.17,
p = .006).  This association indicates that older respondents tended to have lower levels of
Emotional Exhaustion burnout.  Additionally, a significant negative relationship was found
between age and the Depersonalization Scale score ( r = -.15, p = .017) also indicating that
older subjects tended to have lower levels of Depersonalization burnout as measured by the
sub-scale of the Maslach Burnout Inventory.  The third burnout scale was not found to be
related to the age of respondent (see Table 40).
Table 40.
Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the Scales of the MBI-ES and Age of Tenured
Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory
Scales ra n p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion -.17 261 .006
Depersonalization -.15 261 .02
Personal Accomplishment .04 261 .55
________________________________________________________________________
aSpearman’s Rank Order Correlation Coefficient
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Relationship Between Gender and Burnout
The relationship between the dichotomous variable, gender, and burnout was examined
by comparing each of the three burnout sub-scale scores by categories of the variable gender.   
The statistical procedure selected to accomplish this purpose was the independent samples t -
test.  This technique was chosen over the use of the Point-biserial correlation coefficient due to
the increased clarity of findings from the comparative measures.  Results of these analyses
indicated that there were no significant differences between males and females on their levels
of burnout as measured by the scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (see Table 41).
Table 41.
Comparison of Burnout as Measured by the Scales of the  MBI-ES by Gender of Tenured




MBI-ES Scales Mean/SD Mean/SD t df p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional 19.73     20.00 0.132 259 .90
Exhaustion 12.463 12.280
Depersonalization  5.18 6.03 1.021 259 .31  
4.863 5.124
Personal  38.16 36.29 1.540 259 .13  
Accomplishment  6.403 7.574 
________________________________________________________________________
Note.   Male n = 216; Female n = 45.
Relationship Between Ethnic/Racial Origin and Burnout
The nominal variable Racial/Ethnic origin was examined for a relationship with burnout
as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory form Educators Survey (MBI-ES).  However,
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in analyzing the data for comparing the burnout measures by categories of the variable
Racial/Ethnic origin, the number of respondents in each of the racial groups other than
Caucasian/White was determined to be inadequate to allow meaningful comparative analyses. 
Therefore, the decision was made to collapse the categories of the Racial/Ethnic origin variable
into a dichotomous variable specified as Majority and Minority.  Therefore, the independent t-
test was used to compare the reformed categories of Majority/Minority (see Table 42).  When
these analyses were conducted, no significant differences were found between respondents who
identified themselves as Majority and those that identified themselves as Minority on the scales
of the Maslach Burnout Inventory form Educators Survey.
Table 42.
Comparison of Burnout as Measured by the Scales of the MBI-ES by Racial/Ethnic Origin of
Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United
States
________________________________________________________________________
         Racial/Ethnic Origin         Significance
MBI -ES       Majoritya           Minorityb  t df (2-tailed)
Scale           Mean/SD         Mean/SD
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion          20.35 17.62        -1.211 258     .227
          12.08 13.6
Depersonalization           5.99 5.26        -.776 258     .438
          5.11     4.94         
Personal Accomplishment    36.6             36.65          .033 258     .974
          7.13                     9.25
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. Total n = 260
a Majority n = 226 (Caucasian/White)
b Minority n = 34 
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Relationship Between Marital Status and Burnout
The marital status of tenured research extensive university faculty was initially
examined by seven categories including: Single, Engaged, Married, Separated, Widow(er),
Divorced, and Other (please specify).   However, after reviewing the responses the decision
was made to collapse those seven categories into two categories, Married and Not Married, due
to the respondents not being adequately represented in each of the seven original categories
such that meaningful comparative analyses could be made.  Therefore, the independent t-test
was used to compare the reformed categories of Married/Not-Married in examining differences
on the Maslach Burnout Inventory form Educators Survey scales (see Table 43).  When
examining  the classifications Married/Not-Married, no significant differences were  found on
any of the three scales Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, or Personal Accomplishment.
 Table 43.
Comparison of Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES by Marital Status of Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
                                                                                                                                                
       Marital Status
Significance
MBI-ES     Married           Not Married
  Scale    Mean/SD     Mean/SD    t   df (2-tailed)
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional 20.08    19.7   -.196 257    .845
Exhaustion 12.13    13.19
Depersonalization  5.91      5.86 -.067 257    .947
 4.77      6.32
                                                                                              (table con’t.)
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Personal            36.54    36.80 .225 257    .822
Accomplishment          7.10      8.75
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. Married n = 209; Not Married n = 50; Total n = 259.
Relationship Between Organizational Participation and Burnout
The frequency of participation in selected groups/organizations was also examined for
association with the level of burnout as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory.  Since the
frequency of participation in the groups was measured on an ordinal scale, the Spearman Rank
Order correlation coefficient was used to determine these associations.  Frequency of
participation in the four groups/organizations examined was not found to be related to either
the Emotional Exhaustion burnout scale scores or the Depersonalization scale scores of the
study participants.  However, when the Personal Accomplishment burnout scale score was
correlated with the frequency of participation measures, two significant relationships were
identified.  The highest association ( r = .20, p = .001) was found between the frequency of
participation in “Professional groups” and  the Personal Accomplishment burnout scale score.  
Table 44.
Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the Scales of the MBI-ES and Frequency of
Participation in Selected Organizations by Tenured Faculty in a Research Extensive University
in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Selected Organizations
Church Professional       Civic         Fraternal
 MBI-ES Scales ra p ra p       ra         p         ra        p
____________________________________________________________________
Emotional   -.08      .22 -.05      .47             -.04      .51      .08       .19
Exhaustion
Depersonalization .02       .75       -.06      .35             -.06      .32        -.02    .72
                                                                                              (table con’t.)
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 Personal -.01     .93        .20       .001           .13       .03         .06     .37
Accomplishment
________________________________________________________________________
Note.  n = 257.
aSpearman Rank Order correlation coefficient
The nature of the association was such that individuals with higher levels of participation
tended to have higher Personal Accomplishment scores.  The Personal Accomplishment scale
of the Maslach Burnout Inventory is measured such that higher scores indicate lower levels of
burnout; therefore, “Frequency of participation in Professional groups” was negatively
associated with burnout as measured by the levels of Personal Accomplishment perceived by
respondents.  Those who had higher levels of participation in Professional groups tended to
have higher Personal accomplishment scores indicating lower levels of burnout (see Table 44).
Similar results were found for the relationship between frequency of participation in
Civic groups and the Personal Accomplishment scale scores of the MBI.  The association
between the measures was r = .13 (p = .03).  Therefore, “Frequency of participation in Civic
groups” was negatively associated with burnout as measured by the levels of Personal
Accomplishment perceived by respondents.  Those who had higher levels of participation in
Civic groups tended to have higher Personal Accomplishment scores indicating lower levels of
burnout.
Relationship Between Dependent Status and Burnout
When the measures of dependent status were correlated with burnout as measured by
scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory, no significant relationships were identified utilizing
the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient with the Emotional Exhaustion scale or
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the Personal Accomplishment scale (see Table 45).  However, the measure, Number of Other
people for whom the respondent was at least partially financially responsible was significantly
correlated ( r = .15, p = .014) with the burnout measure, Depersonalization. This association
indicates that respondents who reported financial responsibility for more individuals other than
wife and children tended to have higher levels of burnout as measured by the Depersonalization
scale of the MBI-ES (see Table 45).
Table 45.
Correlation of Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and  Dependent Status of Tenured Faculty
at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
           Dependent Category
MBI-ES Scales Dependent Children Dependent Others
             ra   p    ra   p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion .076 .223 .065 .300
Depersonalization -.004 .943 .152 .014
Personal Accomplishment .032 .612 .026 .673
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 260.
a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
Relationship Between Years Employed in a Faculty Position at this University and Burnout
The measure of years employed was correlated with burnout as measured by scales of
the Maslach Burnout Inventory.  Significant relationships were identified with the Emotional
Exhaustion scale ( r = -.148, p = .019) and the Depersonalization scale  ( r = -.129, p = .041) 
utilizing Pearson’s Product Moment correlation coefficient.  Those  associations indicate that
respondents who reported having worked for a longer period of time in a faculty position at this
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university tended to have lower levels of burnout as measured by the Emotional Exhaustion
scale and the Depersonalization scale of the MBI (see Table 46).
 Table 46.
Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Years Employed at this
University of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion 
of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory Scales Years at this University
    ra    p
                                                                                                                                                
Emotional Exhaustion -.148 .019
Depersonalization          -.129 .041
Personal Accomplishment          -.025 .691
________________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 252.
aPearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
Relationship Between Highest Educational Degree Completed and Burnout
The relationship between the educational level of respondents and their level of burnout
as measured by the scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory was also examined.  The
selections on the Demographic Characteristics instrument included: BS/BA, MS/MA/MED,
Doctorate, and Other (Please specify) with the respondent checking the appropriate category.  
Since the “Highest educational degree completed” was measured on an ordinal scale, the
Spearman Rank Order correlation coefficient was used to determine these associations. 
Highest educational degree completed was not found to be related to the Emotional Exhaustion




Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the Scales of the MBI and Highest Educational
Degree Completed of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern
Portion of the United States.
________________________________________________________________________
MBI-ES Scales ra p
______________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion            .06 .34
Depersonalization             .09                                .15
Personal Accomplishment     -.10                                .1
                                                                                                                                                   
Note. n = 263.
aSpearman’s Rank order Correlation Coefficient
scale scores.  This indicated no significant association between highest educational degree and
burnout on any of the three burnout scales (see Table 47).
Relationship Between Number of Years Since Completed Last Degree and Burnout
The variable,  number of years since completing the highest degree, was measured on
an interval scale, and examined for association with the scales of the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI) using the Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient.  When the number
of years since last degree was correlated with the scales of the MBI, Emotional Exhaustion,
Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment, a low negative association was found with 
the Emotional Exhaustion sub-scale ( r = -.186, p = .003).  That association was such that the
longer time since completing the highest degree, the lower the burnout on the Emotional
Exhaustion scale.  No significant association was found between number of years since
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completed last degree and the Depersonalization sub-scale or the Personal Accomplishment
sub-scale (see Table 48).
Table 48.
Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Number of Years Since
Completed Last Degree of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern
Portion of the United States 
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory Scales Years Since Last Degree
ra     p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion -.186     .003
Depersonalization -.104    .095
Personal Accomplishment -.015     .804
________________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 259.
aPearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
Relationship Between Number of Years Since Granted Tenure and Burnout
When the variable number of years since granted tenure was correlated with Burnout as
measured by scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory, significant relationships were found
with Emotional Exhaustion ( r = -.209, p = .001) and Depersonalization ( r = -.173, p = .006).  
Those associations indicated that the longer the time since the faculty member had been 
granted tenure, the lower the levels of burnout on the scales of Emotional Exhaustion and




Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Number of Years Since
Granted Tenure of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion
of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory Scales                       Years Since Tenured
ra p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion -.209 .001
Depersonalization -.173 .006
Personal Accomplishment .022 .723
________________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 254.
aPearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
Relationship Between Self Reported Physical Health Status and Burnout
The study participants’ self-perceived overall health status was coded such that “Excellent”
health was four, “Good” health was three, “Fair” health was two, and “Poor” health was one. 
This measure was then correlated with the three sub-scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory
to determine if self perceived overall health status was related to burnout.  The resulting
correlations were statistically significant (see Table 50) and ranged from .15 for the “Personal
Accomplishment” scale to -.26 for the “Emotional Exhaustion” scale.  The nature of the
associations were such that higher levels of burnout was correlated with lower levels in
perceived health status.  The highest association was with the “Emotional Exhaustion” scale
( r = -.26, p < .001) on which higher values indicated higher levels of burnout.  On the 
“Personal Accomplishment” scale, higher values indicated lower levels of burnout; therefore,
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since the calculated correlation coefficient was positive ( r = .15, p < .02), lower levels of
burnout were associated with higher levels of perceived health status.
Table 50.
Relationship Between Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Self Reported Physical Health
Status of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the
United States
________________________________________________________________________
Maslach Burnout Inventory Scales Self Reported Health Status
r a p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional Exhaustion -.26 .001
Depersonalization -.15 .017
Personal Accomplishment .15 .018
________________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 258.
aPearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
Relationship Between Burnout and Scholarly Productivity
The variable “Scholarly Productivity” within the past three years (beginning 9-99)
included:  how many articles the respondent submitted and had accepted for publication; and,
how many grants the respondent applied for and received.  Categories of performance included
respondents selecting: “0", One (1), two - five (2-5), and More than five. This ordinal variable
was examined for relationship with burnout as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory
Form Educators Survey by using Spearman’s Rank Order correlation coefficients.  When the
results of that process were examined, no association of scholarly productivity with Emotional
Exhaustion, Depersonalization, or Personal Accomplishment were evident (see Table 51).
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Table 51.
Relationship Between Burnout as measured by the Scales of the MBI-ES and Scholarly
Productivity of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of
the United States
______________________________________________________________________
MBI-ES Scales Articles      Articles        Grants Grants
Submitted      Accepted       Applied for Funded
(n = 261)      (n = 262)          (n = 262)               (n = 262)
r a p      ra      p       ra       p             ra p
________________________________________________________________________
Emotional .05 .42     .08        .20        .07       .22              .02        .70
Exhaustion
Depersonalization .06       .35           .09        .14        .04       .47              .02       .69
Personal             -.03      .65          -.001      .99       -.08      .19            -.069      .26
Accomplishment
________________________________________________________________________
Note.  n = respondents to these items.
aSpearman’s Rank Order Correlation Coefficient.
Objective Five
Objective five was to determine if a relationship existed between higher education
faculty burnout, as measured by the scales of the MBI-ES which include Emotional Exhaustion
(EE), Depersonalization (DP), and Personal Accomplishment (PA), and the Work on Present
Job, Pay, Opportunities for Promotion, Supervision, People on the Present Job as expressed by
the scales of the JDI, and Job In General as expressed by the JIG. 
To accomplish this objective, the relationship between each of the burnout scales and
the six sub-scale scores of job satisfaction measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) were
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examined.  The raw scores for each of the JDI sub-scales were used in these calculations since
percentile scores are most accurately classified as ordinal data.  
Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Emotional Exhaustion 
When the relationships between the Emotional Exhaustion sub-scale score of the MBI
and the six scales of the JDI were examined, five of the six job satisfaction sub-scale scores
were found to be correlated with the Emotional Exhaustion burnout measure.  The job
satisfaction score that was found to have the highest relationship with Emotional Exhaustion
was the Job in General scale of the JDI ( r = -.59, p < .001).  The nature of this relationship was
such that faculty with higher scores on the Job in General scale of the JDI tended to have lower
scores on the MBI Emotional Exhaustion scale.  Therefore, emotional exhaustion burnout and
satisfaction with the job in general were negatively correlated.  Using Davis’ (1971)
descriptors, the relationship between “Emotional Exhaustion” burnout and satisfaction with the
job in general was classified as a substantial association.  
One other relationship with the emotional exhaustion burnout sub-scale was identified
as a substantial association.  This was the relationship with the “Work on Present Job”
satisfaction sub-scale.  The correlation between these measures was r = -.52 (p < .001) and is a
significant negative correlation and indicates that faculty with higher levels of satisfaction with
the “Work on Present Job” tended to have lower Emotional Exhaustion burnout (see Table 52). 
The other significant relationships identified were with the job satisfaction scale of 
“Opportunities for Promotion” ( r = -.39, p < .001), “People at Work” ( r = -.35, p < .010), and
“Supervision” ( r = -.31, p < .001).  Each of these relationships was also negative indicating
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higher satisfaction was associated with lower levels of burnout, and each of these relationships
was classified using Davis’ descriptors as a moderate association.
Table 52.
Relationships Between Emotional Exhaustion Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Job
Satisfaction as Measured by the Six Subscales of the JDI among Tenured Faculty at a Research
Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Subscale ra n p Descriptorb
________________________________________________________________________
Job in General -.59 261 <.001 Substantial
Work on Present Job -.52 262 <.001 Substantial
Opportunities for Promotion -.39 262 <.001 Moderate
People at Work -.35 261 <.001 Moderate
Supervision -.31 260 <.001 Moderate
Present Pay .05 262 .40 Negligible
________________________________________________________________________
a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
b Based on Davis’ Descriptors (1971).
Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Depersonalization
When the relationships between the Depersonalization sub-scale of the MBI and the six
scales of the JDI were examined, five of the six job satisfaction sub-scale scores were found to
be correlated with the Depersonalization burnout measure.  The job satisfaction score that was
found to have the highest relationship with Depersonalization was the Work on Present Job
scale of the JDI ( r = -.51, p < .001) and was a substantial association.  The nature of this
relationship was such that faculty with higher scores on the Work on Present Job scale tended
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to have lower scores on the MBI Depersonalization scale.  Therefore, depersonalization
burnout and work on present job were negatively correlated.  
One other relationship with the depersonalization burnout sub-scale was identified as a
substantial association.  This was the relationship with the“Job in General” satisfaction sub-
scale.  The correlation between these measures was  r = - .50 ( p < .001) which is a significant
negative correlation and indicates that faculty with higher scores on the “Job in General” job
satisfaction sub-scale tended to have lower depersonalization burnout (see Table 53).  The
other significant relationships identified were a moderate negative association with the job
satisfaction scale of “People at Work” ( r = -.35, p < .001), a low negative association with the
“Opportunities for Promotion” ( r = -.23, p < .001), and a low negative association with the
“Supervision” ( r = -.15, p < .01). Each of these relationships was negative indicating higher
satisfaction was associated with lower levels of burnout, and the relationships were classified
using Davis’ (1971) descriptors.
Table 53.
Relationships Between Depersonalization Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and Job
Satisfaction as Measured by the JDI Among Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive
University in the Southern Portion of the United States
________________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Subscale ra n p Descriptorb
________________________________________________________________________
Work at Present -.507 262 <.001 Substantial
Job in General -.500 261 <.001 Substantial
People at Work -.349 .261 <.001 Moderate
(table con’t.)
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Opportunity for Promotion -.232 262 <.001 Low
Supervision -.153 260 <.001 Low
Present Pay .071 262 .26 Negligible
_______________________________________________________________________
a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient.
b Based on Davis’ Descriptors (1971).
Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Personal Accomplishment
When the relationships between the Personal Accomplishment sub-scale score of the
MBI and the six scales of the JDI were examined, five of the six job satisfaction sub-scale
scores were found to be correlated with the Personal Accomplishment burnout measure.  The
job satisfaction score that was found to have the highest relationship with Personal
Accomplishment was the Work on Present Job scale of the JDI ( r = .40, p < .001).  This
relationship was classified as a moderate association using Davis’ descriptors (1971).   The
nature of this relationship was such that faculty with higher scores on the Work on Present Job
scale of the JDI tended to have higher scores on the MBI Personal Accomplishment scale
which is indicative of a negative relationship between Personal Accomplishment burnout and
job satisfaction since higher PA scores represent lower levels of burnout (see Table 54).  
One other relationship with the Personal Accomplishment burnout subscale was
identified also as a moderate association.  This was the relationship with the satisfaction with
“Job in General.”  The correlation between these measures was r = .34 ( p < .001) and indicates
that faculty with higher scores on the “Job in General” job satisfaction subscale tended to have
higher Personal Accomplishment subscales indicating lower levels of burnout.  The other
significant relationships identified were with the job satisfaction scale of “Opportunities for
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Promotion” ( r = .25, p < .001), a low association, “People at Work” ( r = .22, p < .001), a low
association, and “Supervision” ( r = .18, p = .003), a low association (see Table 54).  Each of 
Table 54.
Relationships Between Personal Accomplishment Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and
Job Satisfaction as Measured by the Six Subscales of the JDI Among Tenured Faculty at a
Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United States.
_______________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction Subscale ra n p Descriptorb
________________________________________________________________________
Work on Present Job .40 262 <.001 Moderate
Job in General .34 261 <.001 Moderate
Opportunities for Promotion .25 262 <.001 Low
People at Work .22 261 <.001 Low
Supervision .18 .260 .003 Low
Present Pay -.07 262 .27
_______________________________________________________________________
a Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient.
b Based on Davis’ Descriptors (1971).
these relationships was positive indicating higher satisfaction was associated with higher
personal accomplishment, or lower burnout.  These relationships were classified using Davis’
(1971) descriptors (see Table 54). 
Objective Six
Objective six was to determine if a model exists which explains a significant portion of
the variance among tenured faculty burnout (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and
personal accomplishment) as measured by the MBI-ES, from the following variables: Job
Satisfaction as measured by each of the following scales of the JDI:  the work itself, pay,
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opportunities for promotion, supervision, and people on the job,  job in general as measured by
the JIG, age, gender, ethnic origin, marital status, dependent status, educational level, faculty
status/rank, number of years since last degree, number of years in this employment, health
status, scholarly productivity, and number of years since tenure was granted as indicated on the
demographic data questionnaire.
To accomplish this objective multiple regression analyses were performed.  This was
accomplished using “Emotional Exhaustion” burnout, “Depersonalization” burnout, and
“Personal Accomplishment” burnout as the dependent variables.  The other variables were
treated as independent variables and stepwise entry of the variables was used due to the
exploratory nature of the study.  In this regression equation variables were added that increased
the explained variance by one percent or more as long as the overall regression equation
remained significant.
In conducting the multiple regression analysis, four of the variables to be treated as
independent variables which were categorical in nature had to be prepared as dichotomous
variables in preparation for entry into the analysis.  These variables included ethnic origin,
marital status, educational level completed, and faculty status/rank.  Gender was also a
categorical variable, but since it is naturally a dichotomy, it did not need to be restructured. 
The first of these variables was ethnic origin of the study participant.  The nature of this data
was such that each of the minority groups represented in the study had frequencies that were
not adequate to use them as separate variables of investigation.  The largest group was Asian
which was represented by only 18 (6.6%) of the respondents.  Therefore the restructured
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dichotomous variable was established as the respondent was either Caucasian/White (majority)
or not Caucasian/White (minority), and it was in this format that the variable, Ethnic Origin,
was entered into the analysis.
The variable, marital status, was measured in seven categories of response.  However,
similarly to the variable, Ethnic origin, the responses in all of the categories of response except
“Married” (n = 219, 80.8%) were judged by the researcher to be inadequate to use as separate
independent variables in the analysis. Therefore, the researcher classified all of the respondents
in the study as either “Married” or “Not Married” and this dichotomous variable was entered
into the regression analysis as an independent variable.
For the categorical variable, Faculty Status/Academic Rank, each of the three provided
response categories was established as a separate dichotomous variable.  For example, each
respondent was classified as either holding the rank of Professor or not holding the rank of 
Professor, etc.  Each of these three dichotomous variables was then entered into the regression
analysis.
Finally, the categorical variable of “Highest Degree Completed,” which included three
response categories was prepared for entry into the analysis.  Similarly to the first two
variables, the number of study participants that reported something other than a doctorate as the
highest level of education completed was judged to be too small to effectively include each of
them in the analysis.  Therefore, a dichotomous variable specified as either having completed a
doctorate or not having completed a doctorate was established as the variable used for entry in
the analysis.
146
For descriptive purposes, two-way correlations between factors used as independent
variables in the regression (selected demographic characteristics and the six scales of the JDI),
and the emotional exhaustion burnout dimension (from the scales of the MBI-ES) are presented
in Table 55.
Table 55.
Relationship Between Selected Predictor Measures and Emotional Exhaustion Burnout of
Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United
States.
________________________________________________________________________
Variable                r                 p
________________________________________________________________________
Job in General -.61 <.001
Work on Present Job -.56 <.001
Opportunities for Promotion -.44 <.001
People at Work -.39 <.001
Supervision -.30 <.001
Reported Health Condition -.29 <.001
Years since granted tenure -.19 <.001
Years since highest degree -.16 <.006
Years at this University -.14 <.015
Current Age -.13 <.026
Rank of Assistant Professor  .13 <.026
Rank of Professor -.10 <.072
Number of articles submitted  .09 <.091
(table con’t.)
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Number of articles accepted  .08 <.109
Number of dependent children  .07 <.139
Other financial responsibility  .07 <.144
Pay at Present  .07 <.141
White  .07 <.153
Having the Ph. D. degree -.06 <.175
Number of grants applied for  .06 <.196
Rank of Associate Professor  .05 <.221
Number of grants received  .04 <.244
Gender -.02 <.378
Marital Status  .00 <.483
________________________________________________________________________
Note. n = 235.
Table 56 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis utilizing Emotional
Exhaustion burnout as the dependent variable.  The variable which entered the regression 
Table 56.
Multiple Regression Analysis of Emotional Exhaustion Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES
and Selected Demographic Variables and Job Satisfaction as Measured by the JDI Scales of
Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United
States
_________________________________ANOVA_______________________________
Source of Variation df MS F-ratio p
________________________________________________________________________








Model R2    R2         F                   Sig. F  Coefficients
                                 Cumulative           Change     Change          Change            Beta
________________________________________________________________________
Job in General .367 .370        136.562      <.001     -.393
Work at Present .417 .048        18.957      <.001     -.282
Overall Health .443 .026        10.861        .001     -.197
    Status
Current Age .462 .019         7.960        .005    -.138
White .474 .012         5.421        .021      .116
Number of Grants .485 .010         4.586        .033      .104
    Applied for
______________________________________________________________________
________________________ Variables not in the Equation________________________
Variables                              t Sig. t
________________________________________________________________________
Other Financial Responsibility 1.237 .217
Rank of Assistant Professor   .964 .336
Pay at Present   .874 .383
Number of Articles Submitted   .658 .512
Marital Situation   .580 .562
Number of Articles Accepted   .467 .641
Ph. D. Degree   .366 .715
Rank of Professor   .253 .800
Years Since Highest Degree  -.421 .674
Number of Grants Received  -.424 .672
Years at this University  -.489 .626
Rank of Associate Professor  -.642 .521
Supervision  -.674 .501
Gender  -.719 .473
Years Since Granted Tenure  -.771 .442
(table con’t.)
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Number of Dependent Children  -.906 .336
People at Work            -1.397 .164
Opportunity for Promotion            -2.008 .046
________________________________________________________________________
model first was the job in general measure of Job Satisfaction.  Considered alone, this variable
explained 37% of the variance in emotional exhaustion burnout of tenured faculty at a research
extensive university in the Southern portion of the United States.  
Five additional variables explained an additional 11.5% of the variance in emotional
exhaustion burnout.  Those variables were the following: work on  present job, reported overall
health status, current age, whether or not the respondent was white, and number of grants
applied for.  These six variables explained a total of 48.5% of the variance in emotional
exhaustion burnout among tenured faculty at a research extensive university in the Southern
portion of the United States (see Table 56).  The nature of the influence of these variables that
entered the model was such that individuals with higher levels of job satisfaction with the “Job
in General,” higher levels of job satisfaction with the “Work on Present Job,” higher levels of
self-reported overall health status, and older age tended to be associated with lower levels of
“Emotional Exhaustion” burnout.  The other two variables that entered the model, ethnicity
(defined as white or non-white) and number of grants for which the participant had applied had
the following association with the emotional exhaustion burnout of study subjects: white
participants tended to have higher levels of burnout than did non-white participants; and 
participants who had applied for more grants tended to have higher levels of burnout.
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Depersonalization Burnout
For descriptive purposes, two-way correlations between factors used as independent
variables in the regression (selected demographic characteristics, and the six scales of the JDI),
and the depersonalization dimension of burnout (from the scales of the MBI-ES) are presented
in Table 57.
Table 57.
Relationship Between Selected Demographic Variables as Measured by the Demographic
Questionnaire  and Job Satisfaction as Measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) Scales and
Depersonalization Burnout as Measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory Scales (MBI)
________________________________________________________________________
Variable               r               p
________________________________________________________________________
Other Financial Responsibility .17 .004
Pay at Present .12 .036
Number of Articles Accepted .09 .075
Gender .09 .089
Number of Articles Submitted .07 .136
Number of Grants Received .07 .142
Number of Grants Applied for .05 .239
Rank of Assistant Professor .04 .264
White .03 .312
Marital Status .03 .321
Rank of Associate Professor .03 .339
Number of Dependent Children -.01 .474
Having the Ph. D. Degree -.01 .439
(table con’t.)
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Rank of Professor -.04 .262
Years since Highest Degree -.12 .037
Years at this University -.12 .031
Supervision -.14 .017
Current Age -.14 .015
Years since Granted Tenure -.17 .004
Reported Health Condition -.19 .002
Opportunities for Promotion -.26 .001
People at Work -.33 .001
Job in General -.42 .001
Work on Present Job -.47 .001
________________________________________________________________________
In analyzing the data, six variables explained 31.6% of the variance on
“Depersonalization” burnout of tenured faculty at a research extensive university in the
Southern Portion of the United States.  The variable which entered the regression model first
was “work on present job.”  The variable work on present job explained 22.4% of the variance
on “Depersonalization” burnout. The remaining five variables in this model, other financial 
Table 58.
Multiple Regression Analysis of Depersonalization Burnout as Measured by the MBI-ES and
Selected Demographic Variables and Job Satisfaction as Measured by the JDI Scales of
Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United
States 
    ______________________________ANOVA_________________________________        
Source of Variation df MS F-ratio p
________________________________________________________________________






   ____________________________Model Summary_____________________________
             Standardized
R2                    R2                F               Sig. F              Coefficients
Model Cumulative Change       Change Change      Beta
________________________________________________________________________
Work at Present .224 .224           67.401        .000         -.458
Other Financial .252             .028            8.620         .004         .182
Responsibility
Years Since Granted .275 .023           7.414          .007        -.099
Tenure
Reported Health .289 .014           4.535          .034        -.150
Condition
Number of Dependent .304 .014            4.746         .030       -.152
Children
Current Age .316              .012        4.065  .045      -.151
________________________________________________________________________





Number of Articles Accepted        1.707 .089
Present Pay             1.501 .135
Number of Grants Received 1.456 .147
Rank of Professor 1.358 .176
Marital Situation            1.292 .198
Number of Grants Applied for            1.167 .244
(table con’t.)
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Supervision            1.109 .269
Number of Articles Submitted              .850 .396
Years Since Highest Degree  .638 .524
Years at this University  .503 .616
Ph. D. Degree  .472 .637
Opportunities for Promotion         .018 .986
Rank of Assistant Professor        -.792 .429
Rank of Associate Professor       -1.018 .310
People at Work       -1.722 .087
Job in General       -1.764 .079
________________________________________________________________________
responsibility, years since granted tenure, reported health condition,  number of dependent
children, and current age explained a combined 9.2% of the variance (see Table 58).   The
nature of the influence of these variables that entered the model was such that individuals with
higher levels of job satisfaction with the “Work on Present Job” tended to have lower levels of
“Depersonalization” burnout.  Individuals that reported they had financial responsibility for
more persons “Other” than their children tended to have higher levels of “Depersonalization”
burnout; and those that reported more years since they were granted tenure tended to have
lower levels of “Depersonalization” burnout.  Additionally, study participants that had a higher
level of self-reported overall health status tended to have lower levels of “Depersonalization”
burnout; and those with more dependent children tended to have lower levels of
“Depersonalization” burnout.  Finally, older participants tended to have lower levels of
“Depersonalization” burnout.
Personal Accomplishment Burnout
For descriptive purposes, two-way correlations between factors used as independent
variables in the regression (selected demographic characteristics and the six scales of the JDI),
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and the personal accomplishment exhaustion burnout dimension (from the scales of the MBI-
ES) are presented in Table 59.
Table 59.
Relationship Between Personal Accomplishment Burnout as Measured by the Maslach Burnout
Inventory and Selected Demographic Variables and Job Satisfaction as Measured by the Scales
of the Job Descriptive Index of Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the




Work at Present .35 .001
Job in General .32 .001
Opportunities for Promotion .26 .001
Supervision .25 .001
People at Work .24 .001
Reported Health Condition .19 .001
Other Financial Responsibility .05 .233
Years since Granted Tenure .05 .242
Current Age .04 .268
Years since Highest Degree .03 .313
Number of Dependent Children .03 .339
Years at this University .02 .371
White .01 .457
Rank of Assistant Professor -.01 .449
(table con’t.)
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Rank of Professor -.01 .428
Number of Articles Accepted -.01 .413
Rank of Associate Professor -.01 .407
Number of Grants Applied for -.03 .330
Number of Articles Submitted -.04 .289
Number of Grants Received -.05 .224
Marital Status -.06 .195
Gender -.07 -.130
Pay at Present -.08 .100
Having the Ph. D. Degree -.10 .070
_______________________________________________________________________
In analyzing the data, four variables explained 17.4 % of the variance on “Personal
Accomplishment” burnout of tenured faculty at a research extensive university in the southern
portion of the United States. The variable which entered the regression model first was
respondent’s satisfaction with work on present job.  The variable work on present job explained
12.5% of the variance on “Personal Accomplishment” burnout.  The remaining three variables 
Table 60.
Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Accomplishment Burnout as Measured by the MBI-
ES and Selected Demographic Variables and Job Satisfaction as Measured by the JDI Scales of
Tenured Faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion of the United
States
________________________________ANOVA________________________________ 
Source of Variation df MS F-ratio p
________________________________________________________________________







                  Standardized
R2 R2             F                 Sig. F        Coefficients
Model Cumulative Change     Change        Change      Beta
________________________________________________________________________
Work at Present .125 .121     33.221          .000       .248
Ph.D. Degree .144 .019         5.091             .025       -.145
Job in General .161 .017         4.817             .029          .156
Reported Health
     Condition .174 .013         3.735             .055          .118
________________________________________________________________________
________________________Variables not in the Equation________________________
Variables t Sign. t
_______________________________________________________________________
Supervision 1.545 .124
Other Financial Responsibility 1.309 .192
Number of Dependent Children 1.175 .241
Opportunity for Promotion   .933 .352
Current Age    .888 .375
People at Work   .794 .428
Years since Granted Tenure   .498 .619
Years at this University    .426 .671
Rank of Assistant Professor   .315 .753
Years since Highest Degree   .272 .786
Rank of Associate Professor   .238 .778
Number of Articles Accepted   .166 .869
Number of Articles Submitted   .026 .979
Gender  -.055 .362
White  -.238 .812
(table con’t.)
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Rank of Professor  -.391 .696
Number of Grants Applied For          -1.011 .313
Marital Situation            -1.074 .284
Number of Grants Received            -1.120 .264
Present Pay            -1.147 .252
________________________________________________________________________
in this model, whether or not the participant had completed a Ph. D. degree, satisfaction with
job in general, and respondent overall reported health condition, explained a combined 4.9% of
the variance (see Table 60).  The nature of the variables that entered the model was such that
individuals with higher levels of job satisfaction with the “Work on Present Job” tended to
have lower levels of “Personal Accomplishment” burnout (indicated by higher personal
accomplishment scores).  Individuals that reported they had completed a Ph.D. degree tended
to have higher levels of “Personal Accomplishment” burnout (indicated by lower personal
accomplishment scores).  In addition , study participants who had higher levels of job
satisfaction with the “Job in General” tended to have lower levels of “Personal
Accomplishment” burnout; and those with higher levels of self-reported overall health status
tended to have lower levels of “Personal Accomplishment” burnout (see Table 60)..
Comments Made by Respondents
Respondents were invited to add comments at the end of the Demographic Data
Questionnaire.  Fifty-two individuals added statements which were reviewed by this researcher
upon receipt of the instruments.  Those comments were sorted according to general topics as
follows: Administration, Work load/conditions, Instrumentation of this study, and Other. 
Examples of comments are provided but have been sanitized so as to not reveal any association
with a department or individual.
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Examples of comments regarding the “Administration” topic are: 
1.    “. . . a less qualified person was promoted over (respondent) . . .”
2. “. . .  becoming a full professor is a very slow process even though (respondent
has) published . . .”
3. “. . . love the work but have little respect for administrators . . .” 
4. “. . . faculty concerns often do not reach administrators who could address
 them. . . .”
Examples of comments regarding the “Work load/conditions” are: 
1. “. . . course hours taught are “team taught” and difficult to categorize as 
asked . . .”
2. “. . .  love my job but department inflexibility makes personal life very 
difficult . . .”
3. “. . .  productivity involves non traditional activities and travel . . .”
4. “. . .  too much paper work . . .”
5. “. . .  toxic colleague causes much difficulty . . .” 
Examples of comments regarding the “Instrumentation” of this study are: 
1. “. . . surveys are not adequate research instruments . . .”
2. “. . . the Educators Survey was largely irrelevant for my area . . .”
3. “. . . ambiguous questionnaire . . .”
4. “. . . not enough opportunity for personal specific response . . .” 
Examples of comments regarding “Other” are: 
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1. “. . . hope something good comes out of this initiative . . .”
2. “. . . hope this helps . . “
3. “. . . current course load is lower than previous semester . . .”
A complete listing of all comments sorted by topic is provided in Appendix J.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY OF  FINDINGS, 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
    Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to determine the influence of selected factors on burnout
among tenured higher education faculty in a research extensive university.  In addition, this
study described tenured faculty at a research extensive university on selected professional and
demographic characteristics.
The specific research objectives explored in this research study were:
1. Describe the faculty at a Research Extensive University in the Southern Portion
of the United States on selected personal and professional characteristics.  The
characteristics include the following: age, gender, ethnic group, marital status,
religious/professional/fraternal/civic organizational group participation, dependent status
(number of children and/or other significant individuals dependent on the faculty
member), faculty status, time worked in present employment, educational level, number
of years since last degree, number of years since last status/rank
advancement/tenure/promotion, self reported physical health status, and scholarly
productivity. 
2. Describe higher education faculty member’s satisfaction with the work on present job,
present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, and people on the present job as
measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI)(Balzer, Kihm, Smith, Irwin, Bachiochi, 
Robie, Sinar, & Parra, 1997) and overall satisfaction with the job in general, as measured
by the Job in General (JIG)(Balzer, et al, 1997).
161
3. Describe faculty burnout as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory Form
Educators Survey (MBI-ES)(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).
4.        Determine if a relationship exists between higher education faculty demographic variables
of age, gender, ethnic group, marital status, religious/professional/fraternal/civic
organization participation, dependent status (number of children and/or other significant
individuals dependent on the faculty member), time worked in present employment,
educational level, number of years since last degree, number of years since last
status/rank advancement/tenure/promotion, physical health status, and scholarly
productivity, and burnout as measured by the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996).
5.         Determine if a relationship exists between higher education faculty burnout, as measured
by the sub-scales of the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996), and satisfaction with:  the work
on present job, present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, people on the
present job as measured by the scales of the JDI (Balzer, et al, 1997) and job in general as
expressed on the JIG (Balzer, et al, 1997).
6.         Determine if a model exists which will explain a significant portion of the variance of
higher education faculty burnout (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal
accomplishment) as measured by the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996), from the following
variables: satisfaction with the work on present job, present pay, opportunities for
promotion, supervision, and people on the present job as measured by the JDI (Balzer, et
al, 1997), job in general, as measured by the JIG (Balzer, et al, 1997), and  age, gender,
ethnic origin, marital status, dependent status, educational level, faculty status/rank, 
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number of years since last degree, number of years in this employment, health status, and
scholarly productivity, as indicated on the demographic data questionnaire.
Procedures
The target population for the study was defined as tenured higher education faculty in
Research Extensive Universities. The accessible population was defined as tenured higher
education faculty at one research extensive university in the Southern portion of the United
States during the Fall, 2002.
The frame of the accessible population was identified through the University’s personnel
records.  The sampling plan used in the study included a simple random sample from the
established frame of the accessible population. 
The sample size was determined using Cochran’s sample size determination formula for
continuous data (Snedecor & Cochran, 1980).  Utilizing the formula, the minimum required
sample size was determined to be 248.  A 50% response rate was anticipated, therefore, the
decision was be made to select 496 higher education faculty.  A simple random sample was then
selected from the established population frame. 
A three-part instrument was used to collect data.  Part I of the instrument contained the
Maslach Burnout Inventory Form Educators Survey (MBI-ES) (Maslach, et al, 1996) which was
used by Maslach et al (1996) to measure burnout on three sub-scales: Emotional Exhaustion
(EE), Depersonalization (DP), and Personal Accomplishment (PA).  Part II of the instrument was
the Job Descriptive Index (JDI Revised)(Balzer, et al, 1997) and the Job in General (JIG) scales
(Balzer et al., 1990) which was used to measure job satisfaction in six areas.  Part III of the 
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instrument was a researcher developed Demographic Data Questionnaire.  Content validity of
Part III was established through a review by a panel of experts.
The completed instrument was distributed to a random sample of 496 tenured faculty at a
research extensive university in the Southern portion of the United States as a mailed
questionnaire.  Non response follow-up procedures utilized included a reminder postcard after
two weeks following the initial instrument mail out,  and a second complete packet of
information including cover letter, release of information form, and the three instruments at
approximately four weeks after the initial instrument mail out.  The total number of tenured
faculty responding to the questionnaire after the follow up procedure was utilized was 275,
55.4% of the instruments originally distributed.
Summary of Findings
Objective One
Findings for Objective One indicated that the responding faculty was predominately in
the age categories of 50-59 (n = 119, 43.6%) and 40-49 (n = 87, 31.9%). The respondents were
primarily male (n = 227, 83.2%) and white (n = 238, 87.5%).  Their most frequent participation
in group/organization activities with professional groups was on a yearly basis (n = 117, 43.5%). 
 Respondents have been employed at this university for a mean of 20 years, have the doctoral
degree (n = 244, 88.7%), and reported being at full professor rank/status (n = 189, 68.7%).  The
next highest representation was at the associate professor rank/status (n = 78, 28.4%).  The
largest groups of respondents reported more than five manuscripts submitted in the past three
years (since 9-99) (n = 119, 43.6%) and between 2 - 5 submitted (n = 107, 39.2%).  Half of the
respondents reported that their health was excellent (n = 136, 50%).  
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Objective Two
Findings for Objective two showed that the highest raw score means on the JDI (Balzer,
Kihm, Smith, Irwin, Bachiochi, Robie, Sinar, & Parra, 1997) for respondents were for the
subscales of satisfaction with “Work on Present Job” (M = 44.40, SD = 11.82) and overall
satisfaction with “Job in General” (M = 41.29, SD = 13.03).  The lowest raw score means on the
JDI (Balzer, et al, 1996) were for the subscales of opportunities for promotion (M = 22.99, SD =
16.20) and satisfaction with present pay (M = 26.57, SD = 6.59).
For the responding tenured faculty, the highest percentile mean score was for the JDI
(Balzer, et al, 1997) subscale satisfaction with “Work on Present Job” (P = 62.47, median =
64.00).   The lowest percentile score on a JDI subscale was “Satisfaction with Present Pay” (P =
46.79, median = 47.99).
Objective Three
The findings for Objective three indicated that the highest mean raw score for responding
tenured faculty on the MBI-ES (Maslach, Jackson, &  Leiter, 1996) was on the sub-scale
Personal Accomplishment burnout (M = 36.60, SD = 7.38).  The MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996)
scores for the normative population of Post Secondary Education indicate that this raw score
falls in the average burnout range.
The lowest mean raw score for responding tenured faculty on the MBI-ES (Maslach, et
al, 1996) was on the subscale Depersonalization burnout (M = 5.91, SD = 5.08).  The MBI-ES
(Maslach, et al, 1996) scores for the normative population of Post Secondary Education indicate
that this raw score falls in the average burnout range.
The remaining mean raw score for responding tenured faculty on the MBI-ES (Maslach,
et al, 1996) was on the subscale Emotional Exhaustion burnout (M = 19.95, SD = 12.26).  The
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MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996) scores for the normative population of Post Secondary Education
indicate that this raw score falls in the average burnout range.
Objective Four
The findings for Objective four involved 11 variables and their association with three
subscales of the MBI-ES, Emotional Exhaustion burnout, Depersonalization burnout, and
Personal Accomplishment burnout.  These respondents indicated that age had a low negative
association with Emotional Exhaustion burnout  ( r = -.170, p = .006) and Depersonalization
burnout  ( r = -.148, p = .017).  Gender had a low negative association with Emotional
Exhaustion burnout ( t = -.132, p =.895), Depersonalization burnout  ( t = -1.021, p = .308), 
and a low positive association with Personal Accomplishment exhaustion burnout ( t = 1.540, 
p = .125) such that females tended to have lower levels of burnout.  Participation of respondents
in groups/organizations was found to have a low association with Personal Accomplishment
burnout (professional groups, r = .166, p = .008;   and civic group participation, r = .145, 
p = .020) and no significant relationship with either Emotional Exhaustion burnout or
Depersonalization burnout.   Having dependent others was found to have a low association
 with Depersonalization burnout ( r = .152, p = .014).  This faculty had a low negative
association between number of years employed at this university and Emotional Exhaustion
burnout ( r = -.148, p = .019), and Depersonalization burnout ( r = -.129, p = .041).  
Respondents indicated a low negative association between highest degree earned with Personal
Accomplishment burnout ( r = -.100, p =.104), indicating that having a Ph.D. tended to be
associated with lower Personal Accomplishment burnout, or higher feelings of personal
accomplishment.  Years since obtaining the highest degree produced a low negative association
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with Emotional Exhaustion burnout ( r = -.186, p = .003), indicating that longer periods of    
time since obtaining the highest degree was a positive factor in considering emotional 
exhaustion occurrence.  The number of years since being granted tenure indicated a low negative
association with Emotional Exhaustion burnout ( r = -.209, p = .001), and Depersonalization
burnout ( r = -.173, p = .006), such that the longer the time from respondents having obtained
tenure the less likely they were to have emotional exhaustion burnout or depersonalization
burnout.  Reported health status of respondents indicated a low association with emotional
exhaustion burnout ( r = .258, p = .001), depersonalization burnout ( r = .148, p = .017), and
personal accomplishment burnout ( r = -.147, p = .018) indicating that health status reported as
less than excellent significantly increases burnout in all three areas.  No significant association
was found between number of articles submitted, number of articles accepted for publication,
number of grants applied for, or number of grants received with any subscale of the MBI-ES
(Maslach, et al, 1996) burnout.
Objective Five 
Findings for Objective Five involved the associations between the three subscales
(Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment burnout) of the MBI-
ES (Maslach, et al, 1996) and the six subscales of the JDI and JIG (Balzer, et al, 1997).
1.   Emotional Exhaustion Burnout:
The respondents reported a substantial negative association was established between
satisfaction with the “Job in General” and “Emotional Exhaustion” burnout 
( r = -.593, p < .001). A substantial negative association was reported between respondent’s
satisfaction with “Work on Present Job” and Emotional Exhaustion burnout ( r = -.520, p <
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.001).  A moderate negative association was reported between satisfaction with “People on
Present Job” ( r = -.354, p < .001), and satisfaction with “Supervision” ( r = -.308, p < .001) with
Emotional Exhaustion burnout.  No association between respondents’ satisfaction with “Pay at
Present” and Emotional Exhaustion burnout ( r = .052, p < .404) was found. 
2.   Depersonalization Burnout:
 Respondents reported a substantial negative association between satisfaction with “Work
on Present Job” and Depersonalization burnout ( r = -.507, p < .001).  A substantial negative
association was found between satisfaction with the “Job in General” and Depersonalization
burnout ( r = -.500, p < .001).  Respondents indicated a moderate negative association between
satisfaction with “People on Your Present Job” and Depersonalization burnout ( r = -.349, p <
.001). There was a low negative association expressed between satisfaction with “Opportunities
for promotion” ( r = -.232, p <.001) and satisfaction with “Supervision” and Depersonalization
burnout ( r = -.153, p < .013). No association was expressed between satisfaction with “Present
Pay” and Depersonalization burnout ( r = .071, p < .255) by the respondents in this study. 
3.   Personal Accomplishment:
Respondents reported a moderate association between satisfaction with the “Work on
Present Job” and Personal Accomplishment ( r = .398, p < .001).   There was a moderate
association found between satisfaction with the “Job in General” and Personal Accomplishment
burnout ( r = .344, p < .001).  Respondents indicated a low association between satisfaction with
“Opportunities for Promotion,” ( r = .245, p < .001), satisfaction with “People on Your Present
Job” ( r = .216, p < .001),  and satisfaction with “Supervision” ( r = .182, p < .003), with
Personal Accomplishment burnout.   No significant association was found between satisfaction
with “Present Pay” and Personal Accomplishment burnout ( r = -.068, p < .273).
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Objective Six
Findings for Objective Six are based on a multiple regression analysis utilizing selected
demographic variables and the six subscales of the JDI and JIG (Balzer, et al, 1997) as
independent variables, with the three subscales of the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996) treated as
dependent variables.  The results showed that a model exists which explains a significant portion
of the variance in the influence of selected variables and the six subscales of the  JDI and JIG
(Balzer, et al, 1997) on burnout as measured by the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al, 1996).  The models
will be discussed according to the burnout subscales.
1.    Emotional Exhaustion Burnout:
A model was found explaining a significant portion of the variance in emotional
exhaustion burnout from selected demographic variables and the six subscales of the JDI
(Balzer, et al, 1997) ( F = 35.751, df = 234, p < .001).  Six variables met the criteria for entry
into the significant model.  These variables were: satisfaction with “Job in general,” satisfaction
with “Work at Present,” reported health condition, current age, all negative influences, being
white, and number of grants applied for, being positive influences for the development of
Emotional Exhaustion burnout.  This indicates that individuals having higher scores on
satisfaction with “Job in General,” satisfaction with “Work at Present,” reported health condition
(excellent), and current (higher) age have lower Emotional Exhaustion burnout.  The remaining
two variables in this model, being white and number of grants applied for, had a positive
influence on Emotional Exhaustion burnout such that being white or having more grants applied
for tended to increase the occurrence of Emotional Exhaustion among these respondents. 
The total amount of variance explained by these six variables was 37% in faculty
experiencing emotional exhaustion burnout.
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2.  Depersonalization Burnout:
A model was found explaining a significant portion of the variance in depersonalization
burnout and selected demographic variables and the six subscales of the JDI  (Balzer, et al,
1997)( F  = 17.559, df = 234, p < .001).  Six variables met the criteria for entry into the
significant model.  These variables were: satisfaction with “Work at Present,” reported health
condition, years since granted tenure, current age, number of dependent children, and  having
other financial responsibility.  Of these variables, a negative influence was effected by
satisfaction with “Work at Present,” reported health condition, years since tenured, current age,
and number of dependent children such that the higher the satisfaction, better the health, longer
years since tenure and higher age tended to be associated with lower depersonalization burnout.
The total amount of variance explained by these six variables was 31.6% in faculty
experiencing depersonalization burnout.
3.  Personal Accomplishment Burnout:
A model was found explaining a significant portion of the variance in personal
accomplishment burnout and selected demographic variables and the six subscales of the JDI 
(Balzer, et al, 1997)( F =12.153, df = 234, p < .001).  Four variables met the criteria for entry
into the significant model.  These variables were:  satisfaction with “Work at Present,”
satisfaction with the “Job in General,” and reported health condition (excellent) each having a
negative influence on the personal accomplishment burnout score (higher personal
accomplishment), and  having a Ph.D. degree having a positive influence on the personal
accomplishment burnout (lower personal accomplishment) score.
The total amount of variance explained by these four variables was 17.4% in faculty
experiencing personal accomplishment burnout.
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 Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations
Conclusion One
The majority of the faculty studied were at full professor rank/status. This conclusion is
based on the finding of this study that 68.7% of the respondents reported being full professors. 
An implication of this conclusion is that the university has an experienced faculty upon which to
continue building exceptional academic programs drawing from historical success as well as
continuing to explore contemporary needs.
Conclusion Two
  The faculty studied is an experienced group.  This conclusion is based on the findings of
the study that the mean number of years employed in a faculty position at this institution was
18.1 years, and that the respondents had been tenured for an average of 13.1 years. In addition,
the faculty participants had held their highest educational degree for an average of 22.1 years.  
Based on this conclusion, the researcher recommends that a study be conducted to
determine the factors influencing the decision of faculty at the university to remain in their
position rather than seek positions at other universities.  Variables to examine in this proposed
study would include organizational commitment and selected demographic characteristics that
have been shown to be related to this construct. 
 Conclusion Three
 The faculty studied consider themselves to be healthy.   This conclusion is based 
on the finding of this study that 50% of the respondents indicated that their health was excellent. 
Additionally, 42% indicated that they were in good health, with the remaining 8% reporting
serious health concerns.  
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This researcher recommends that additional research be conducted to investigate the
relationship between self reported overall health status and the existence of significant health
problems.  This is especially meaningful in light of the significant relationship between self-
perceived overall health status and burnout among faculty.   
Conclusion Four
Faculty members’s perceptions regarding their actual work activities and their official
assignments have evident discrepancies.  This conclusion is based on the following findings of
the study: (1) Faculty reported a mean official teaching assignment of 44.8% whereas their mean
actual time spent in teaching activities was 39.4%; (2) Faculty reported a mean official research
assignment of 40.9% whereas their mean actual time spent in research activities was 32.5%; and
(3) Faculty reported a mean official service assignment of 3.1% whereas their mean actual time
spent in service activities was 12.7%.   
Based on this conclusion and findings, the researcher recommends that the university
explore methods to bring official assignments more in line with actual job requirements and
expectations or make actual assignments and expectations more closely match the official job
assignment.
Conclusion Five
Faculty teaching duties (courses and credit hours taught) are appropriate for the official
teaching assignments.  This conclusion is based on the following findings of the study: The mean
number of courses taught was 1.8 which if a four course teaching load is considered standard for
senior faculty would be exactly proportional to the percentage of official teaching assignment
(.448 times four courses = 1.8 courses per semester).  Also, the mean credit hours reported as
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taught was 5.1 which is very similar to the number of credit hours taught if a 12 hour load is
considered a full time teaching assignment (.448 times 12 credit hours = 5.4).
Conclusion Six
The majority of participating faculty have a low graduate advising load.  This conclusion
is based on the finding of this study that the mean number of masters research committees
chaired by faculty in the study was 1.0 with 149 (54.6%) of the faculty reporting no masters’
thesis committees chaired, and the mean number of doctoral dissertation committees chaired was
1.4 with 125 (45.6%) of the faculty reporting no doctoral dissertation committees chaired.
This finding is meaningful since graduate faculty members typically rely upon graduate
students under their mentorship for assistance in exploring and developing research leading to
enhancements in their scholarly productivity.  This is also important in light of the institution’s
stated goal to increase the emphasis placed on graduate education (especially doctoral) and the
proportional enrollment of doctoral students.  
Based on this conclusion and findings, the researcher recommends that the university
administration place additional emphasis on graduate recruitment to increase the opportunities
for graduate advisement.  In addition, the researcher recommends that research be conducted to 
identify the relationship between graduate advising levels and scholarly productivity at the
institution.
Conclusion Seven
The faculty studied has a high level of intrinsic and overall job satisfaction.  This
conclusion is based on the findings that the faculty studied responded to the Job Descriptive
Index (JDI) in the following manner: 43.8% had scores at or above the 76th percentile, and 42.3%
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had scores between the 25th and 75th percentiles on satisfaction with “Work on Present Job;”
33.1% had scores at or above the 76th, and 50.0% had scores in the 25th to 75th percentile on
satisfaction with “Supervision;”  31.1% had scores at or above the 76th percentile, and 49.9% had
scores in the 25th to 75th percentile on satisfaction with “People at Work;” and, 31.1% had scores 
at or above the 76th percentile, and 50.9% had scores in the 25th to 75th percentile on satisfaction
with “Job in General.”  
In studies of educational environments, Cedoline (1982) related the interpretation that
supervision in the educational work world was strained at best because there seldom seemed to
be enough funding to support supervisory ratios as seen in private industry, where productivity is
more closely tied to the bottom line-- profit.  
An association was found by Pines, Aranson, and Kafry (1981) who linked satisfaction
with people on present job to receiving adequate emotional support and reassurance.  Maslach
(Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001) expressed the interpretation that a sense of community,
similar to Chernis’ (1995) collegiality, was very beneficial to feelings of overall satisfaction with
the job.
Similar results were found related to the Job in General scale, an intrinsic measure, in
that satisfaction with the Job in General was linked to overall satisfaction with work by Chernis
(1995).  Additionally, overall satisfaction with the Job in General was found to be an indicator of
higher education faculty’s  intention to stay with the job (Holland, 1992).
Based on this conclusion and findings, the researcher recommends further research to
identify specific factors that influence the satisfaction of faculty.  There are evidently factors that
have led to high levels of satisfaction with most of the intrinsic aspects of the job among
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currently employed senior faculty, and identifying these factors would enhance the institution’s
ability to continue and improve on the factors that have thus far created an atmosphere of
intrinsic satisfaction.
Based on this conclusion and finding, the researcher suggests that the university
 administration and the Board of Supervisors for the Louisiana State University System perform
additional study into the faculty feelings of satisfaction regarding the work on present job,
supervision, people on present job, and job in general.  Although roughly one third of
respondents indicated satisfaction in the above areas of satisfaction with work, roughly two-
thirds of the respondents were in the remaining categories of feeling neutral and dissatisfied. 
Respondents’ remarks, although not indicating statistically significant trends, may be interesting
to readers (see Appendix J).
Conclusion Eight
The faculty studied were generally dissatisfied with the extrinsic aspects of their jobs
(specifically their “Present Pay” and “Opportunities for Promotion.”)  This conclusion is based
on the findings that 96.7% of the faculty scores were in the 25th to 75th percentile, 3.3% of the
scores were below the 25th percentile, and none of the faculty scores were above the 75th
percentile on satisfaction with present pay; and, 45.6% of the faculty scores were in the 25th to
75th percentile, and 20.1% were at or below the 24th or lower percentile on satisfaction with
“Opportunities for Promotion.”
A study of higher education faculty by Holland (1992), who found a positive relationship
between satisfaction with pay and tenured status, differs from results in this study.  Melendez
and deGuzman (1983) expressed concern from their studies that, due to the economy and social
factors, higher education faculty are finding declining intrinsic value in their work.
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These results are worthy of note since the administration of the research institution has
for the past five years been very progressive in moving toward more competitive salaries with
other SREB institutions.  Nevertheless, faculty continue to feel less than satisfied regarding pay. 
That perception by the faculty could weigh heavily on the current administrative and political
impetus to elevate Louisiana State University from the status of a state flagship university to the
status of a national flagship institution.
Based on this conclusion and findings, the researcher recommends that the university
administration continue to place a high priority on raising the salary of faculty (especially senior
faculty) to or above the SREB average.  The researcher additionally recommends that when the
salary reaches the SREB average or after additional years of pay increases, the satisfaction with
pay be re-examined to determine the impact of these factors (specifically being at or above the
levels of their peers) and/or how receiving pay increases influences the job satisfaction with pay
among this group of faculty.
 Relatedly is the issue of extrinsic satisfaction with the opportunities for promotion in the
university environment.  The majority of the faculty studied were neutral about their
opportunities for promotion.  With 68.7% of the respondents indicating that they were at the full
professor rank, there are few opportunities for them to achieve additional promotion in the
university.  The raw scores for the three levels of satisfaction with opportunities for promotions
were: 76 (27.7%) satisfied; 48 (17.5%) neutral; and, 150 (54.7%) indicating dissatisfaction with
opportunities for promotions.
This result differs from that of Cedoline (1982) who found a positive relationship
between tenure status of  faculty and their satisfaction with opportunities for promotion, but also
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inferred a strong connection to an interpretation of stability in the work place.  Holland (1992)
found a significant relationship between intention to leave the current employment and
satisfaction with the “Job in General,” “Work on Present Job,” “Opportunities for Promotion,”
“Present Pay,” and “Supervision” in studying university nursing faculty.  The largest percentage
of nurse educators employed in the university setting that expressed dissatisfaction with their
jobs was in the areas of the JDI facet of “Present Pay”(61.6%), followed by “Opportunities for
Promotion”(51.3%).  
The researcher found several respondents’ comments to summarize the opportunity for
promotion issue: being tenured and full professor leaves little chance for promotion;  receiving
awards/recognition can serve a valuable need for this population (see Appendix J).  This
researcher recommends that the university administration work with the faculty senate in
exploring the opportunity for faculty members to obtain individual, department/school, 
professional, university wide, as well as state and nationwide recognition for their efforts and
accomplishments.  This could serve the need for enhancing the intrinsic value of employment in
a research extensive university which this faculty seems to be asking for.  Award/recognition
would have to be legitimate and meaningful in order for faculty to perceive real value.  An
additional recommendation for the university administration is to study the implementation of an
additional rank of employment such as “mentoring professor.”  With a stable and productive
faculty available, and having no readily accessible promotional ladder, taking advantage of the
talents, dedication, and productivity available could provide an invaluable benefit to both the
senior faculty as well as the new faculty most likely to develop burnout and leave the profession
before their contributions have been made.
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Conclusion Nine
Burnout among the faculty in this study was varied.  This conclusion is based on the
finding that almost one-third of the responses on the MBI-ES by this faculty were represented in
each of the categories, low burnout, average burnout and high burnout on each of the three
scales: Emotional Exhaustion burnout, Depersonalization burnout, and Personal
Accomplishment burnout.  
The results of this study are consistent with those found by Ponquinette’s (1991).  She
found that her sample of higher education faculty were not dissatisfied with their jobs and
consequently not overly burned out, generally representing less than a high degree of burnout.
Based on this conclusion and results, the researcher recommends that additional research
be conducted to determine the effectiveness of interventions established to alleviate burnout
among faculty.  Additionally, interventions that are shown to be effective should be implemented
as soon as feasible to minimize the detrimental effects of extended periods of burnout among
employees.  Possible interventions to include in the analysis include various award/recognition
programs, changes of work assignments and work loads, etc.  This researcher also recommends
further research in the area of burnout among higher education faculty in order to establish a
stronger knowledge base which may lead to (1) further identification of factors contributing to
burnout among faculty in higher education, and (2) acceptable levels of emotional exhaustion
burnout, depersonalization burnout, and personal accomplishment burnout for the employment
area of higher education faculty.  
Additionally, research into the area of how the burned out individual may be exhibiting
behavior and performance affecting the recipients of service, such as the students, is beginning to
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illustrate how that experience can be negative for the recipient as well as the institution.  This
has been found in studies addressing patients and their psycho-therapists (McCarthy & Frieze,
1999), patients and their physical therapist assistants (Nienhouse & Smith, 2000), patients and
their radiologic technicians (Sciacchitano, Goldstein & DiPlacido, 2001), and patient diagnosis
and the physician (Zaslove, 2001). The bottom line in higher education is not only completion of
the student’s degree program, but also the delivery of educational services in order to bring about
student completion, which could be negatively impacted by the existing levels of burnout among
tenured faculty.
Conclusion Ten
Age is related to burnout.  This conclusion is based on the finding that the relationship
between age of the tenured faculty studied and  the three sub-scales of the MBI (Maslach, et al,
1996) was a significant low negative association for emotional exhaustion burnout ( r = -.17, p =
.006) and depersonalization burnout ( r = -.148, p = .017).  This indicates that as faculty become
older, they tend to have lower emotional exhaustion and depersonalization burnout.
Interpretations expressed by Chernis (1995) in describing older workers, includes the
shift in values as individuals working in the helping professions from regarding pay as the major
reward into the acquisition of recognition and prestige as well as increasing self worth from
performing the function of the employment tend to support the lowering of emotional exhaustion
and depersonalization burnout as one ages in the job.  The population in this study seemed
overall to be experiencing that shift.  Chernis (1995) found that overall burnout was higher for
younger professionals, as did Meyer and Allen (1997).  Maslach (et al, 2000; Maslach, 1996)
also found that overall burnout was higher for younger workers and associated that with their
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lack of experience on which to base judgements.  Melendez and deGuzman (1983) found higher
burnout occurring among higher education faculty due to mid life crisis.  Dworkin (1986)
attributed the increasing burnout among older faculty as their experiencing a sense of
entrapment.  Hughes (1995 ) found in her study of higher education faculty that burnout was
highest for the age group of 46-55 years old, which was a younger group experiencing the most
burnout than that found in this study.
Conclusion Eleven
Self-perceived overall health status is related to burnout among university faculty.  This
is based on the findings that all three burnout sub-scales of the MBI (Maslach, et al, 1996):
emotional exhaustion ( r = -.258, p < .001), depersonalization ( r = -.148, p < .017), and personal
accomplishment burnout( r = .147, p < .018) were significantly related to self reported health
status.  This indicates that when the faculty member’s perception of their own health is lower,
their burnout likely increases for all three scales of the MBI-ES.
Cedoline (1982), Farber (1983), Hughes (1995), Kalimo (et al, 1987), Paine (1982), and
Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) found similar associations in their studies, in that as medical
problems increase for an individual, their overall level of burnout tended to increase. 
This researcher recommends additional research to determine the activities/programs that
faculty feel would be of benefit to them in coping with health problems and issues.  This is
especially meaningful given that half of the responding faculty identified one or more health
problems that caused them significant difficulties.  Possible activities/programs might include
providing an information link as part of the LSU website and sponsorship of various support
groups for health problems faced by substantial numbers of university faculty.  
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Conclusion Twelve
The job satisfaction of the faculty studied was related to burnout.  This conclusion is
based on the findings that each of the three burnout sub-scales of the MBI (Maslach, et al., 1996)
were found to be significantly related to all of the job satisfaction sub-scales (as measured by the
JDI (Balzer, et al, 1997)) except the satisfaction with Present Pay.  In addition, the nature of
these relationships was such that higher levels of satisfaction were associated with lower levels
of burnout in all instances.  
The above conclusion is consistent with the literature.  The topics addressed by the
subscales of the JDI (Balzer, et al, 1997) have been linked to burnout in studies by Ponquinette
(1995), Singh (et al, 1998), Melindez and deGuzman (1983), Wilson (1986), and Hughes (1995)
in that the lower the reported job satisfaction, such as in the areas measured by the JDI (Balzer,
et al, 1997), the higher the burnout as measured by the MBI-ES (Maslach, et al., 1996).  That
includes not only the extrinsic scales (present pay, supervision, opportunities for promotion, and
people on your present job) within the JDI but also the intrinsic scales (work on present job and
overall satisfaction with job in general) within the JDI as well.  These data add to the literature in
that Maslach (et al, 2000), Cherniss (1995), and Ponquinette (1991) suggested that other factors
may influence the occurrence of burnout that had not been explored previously such as intrinsic
and extrinsic rewards in higher education employment as well as demographic variables.
Based on this conclusion and findings, the researcher recommends that additional
research be conducted to identify specific factors influencing job satisfaction among university
faculty.  Since the link between the two constructs is well established and supported by the
findings of this study, increasing the job satisfaction among faculty should have a corresponding
reduction effect on the burnout among the faculty.
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In addition, the researcher recommends that the university administration move toward
the implementation of programs that would logically lead to higher levels of job satisfaction
especially in the previously discussed areas of rewards and recognition programs (interventions).
Conclusion Thirteen
The job satisfaction for “Work on Present Job” and self reported overall health status are
significant influences on overall burnout of faculty.  This conclusion is based on the finding that
“Work on Present Job” entered the regression model second for Emotional Exhaustion burnout
(R2 Cumulative = .417, Significant F Change = .001, Standardized Coefficients Beta = -.282),
first for Depersonalization burnout (R2 Cumulative = .224, Significant F Change = .000,
Standardized Coefficients Beta = -.458), and first for Personal Accomplishment burnout (R2
Cumulative = .125, Significant F Change = 33.221, Standardized Coefficients Beta = .248);  and,
Reported overall health status entered the regression model third for Emotional Exhaustion
burnout (R2 Cumulative = .443, Significant F Change = .001, Standardized Coefficients Beta = -
.197), fourth for Depersonalization burnout (R2 Cumulative = .289, Significant F Change = .034,
Standardized Coefficients Beta = -.150), and fourth for Personal Accomplishment burnout (R2
Cumulative = .174, Significant F Change = .055, Standardized Coefficients Beta = .118).
These findings are consistent with the findings of Maslach (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter,
2001) and Cherniss (1995) in that burnout develops not only in relation to the influence of
extrinsic factors but also due to intrinsic factors.  These results are also consistent with findings
of Schaufeli and Enzmann (1998) in their exploration of burnout in international settings such
that physical health and burnout are significantly related in every population in which health has
been included as a variable. Physical health has also been linked to burnout in studies by Kalimo
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and Mejman (1987).  This study is consistent with the findings of Hughes (1995) in that as
burnout increases, the rate of medical problems seem to coincide.  These influences have also
been found by Cedoline (1982), Farber (1983), Kalimo, El-Batawi, and  Cooper (1987), and
Paine (1982).
This researcher recommends that the administration implement a study of faculty
perceptions of intrinsic satisfaction in their work on present job.  Meaningful interventions based
on such a faculty study could incorporate such findings as well as other concerns illuminated in
earlier sections of this study including: satisfaction with “Opportunities for Promotion,”
satisfaction with “People on Present Job,” satisfaction with “Supervision” on present job, and
satisfaction with the “Job in General.”  Of particular note is the trend of conclusions found in this
study that tenured higher education faculty, even though highly skilled and trained in very
specific areas and employed in a rather unique setting incorporating elements of both
government and private enterprise, tend to respond to influences from the work itself,
supervision, and the stakeholders much like employees in many other types of employment. 
Additional study is recommended to further distinguish specific rewards/reinforcements which
could enhance faculty development in reducing burnout.  Frequently, the investigative process
itself can be a powerful awakening.
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APPENDIX A
SYMPTOMS OF BURNOUT AT EMPLOYMENT LEVELS
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    Symptoms of Burnout at Individual Level (Schaufeli and Enzmann, 1998, p.21)
Affective     Cognitive Physical                       Behavioral     Motivational
depressed mood       helplessness headaches      hyperactivity     loss of zeal
tearfulness   loss of meaning and hope nausea      impulsivity loss of idealism
emotional exhaustion   fear of ‘going crazy’ dizziness      procrastination disappointment  
disillusionment
changing moods       feelings of powerlessness restlessness      increased consumption of:  resignation
decreased emotional         and impotence nervous tics          Caffeine, tobacco,         
control              feelings of being muscle pains          alcohol, tranquillizers              
undefined fears            “trapped” sexual problems             illicit drugs boredom
increased tension                 sense of failure sleep disturbances     over- and under eating demoralization
anxiety      feelings of insufficiency                   (insomnia,     high risk-taking behaviors
                poor self-esteem      nightmares,                 (e. g. skydiving)
  self-preoccupation      excessive         compulsive complaining   
  guilt           sleeping)     increased accidents
  suicidal ideas sudden loss or     abandonment of
  inability to concentrate          gain of weight         recreational
  forgetfulness       loss of appetite         activities
  difficulty with complex shortness of breath    
      tasks increased pre-
  rigidity and schematic         menstrual tension
      thinking missed menstrual cycles
                   difficulties in decision    
         making chronic fatigue
  daydreaming and physical exhaustion
                        fantasizing hyperventilation
Continued next page.
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Affective     Cognitive Physical Behavioral Motivational
    intellectualization bodily weakness
    loneliness ulcers
    diminished frustration gastric-intestinal disorders
         tolerance coronary disease
frequent and prolonged colds
flare-ups of pre-existing disorders
(asthma, diabetes)
injuries from risk-taking 




    response
high level of serum 
    cholesterol
Appendix A. 2:  Symptoms at Interpersonal Level (Schaufeli and Enzmann, 1998, p.23)
Affective           Cognitive       Physical         Motivational Behavioral
irritability     cynical and dehumanizing                violent outbursts                loss of interest
being oversensitive         perception of recipients                    propensity for violent and        discouragement
cool and unemotional     negativism with respect              aggressive behavior     indifference with
lessened emotional   to recipients                aggressiveness towards                respect to
    empathy with         pessimism with respect to                      recipients        recipients
    recipients recipients               interpersonal, marital  using recipients  to            
            family conflicts                           meet personal and 
       social  needs
    Continued  next page
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Affective   Cognitive      Physical         Motivational Behavioral
increased anger        lessened cognitive empathy                            compartmentalization                             
with recipients                           social isolation and               over involvement
    stereotyping of recipients                      withdrawal               jealousy
    labeling recipients in derogatory ways                            detachment with respect to
    ‘blaming the victim’                                   recipients
    air of grandiosity                           responding to recipients in
    air of righteousness                                  mechanical manner
                  ‘martyrdom’                            isolation or over bonding from
     hostility                           other staff
     suspicion                            sick humor aimed at recipients
     projection                                          expression of hopelessness,
     paranoia                  helplessness and meaninglessness
                  towards recipients                
          using distancing devices
Appendix A. 3:  Symptoms at Organizational Level (Schaufeli and Enzmann, 1998, p. 24)
Affective Cognitive Physical Behavioral Motivational
job dissatisfaction cynicism about work role reduced effectiveness loss of work motivation
feelings of not being poor work performance resistance to go to work
            appreciated declined productivity dampening of work initiative
distrust in management, tardiness low morale
    peers, and supervisors turnover
Continued next page
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Affective Cognitive Physical Behavioral Motivational





    supervisors
frequent clock watching
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CATEGORIZATION/LEVEL (OF BURNOUT) OF MBI SCORES
Table B:  Categorization/Level (of Bournout) of MBI Scores (Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter, 1996, p. 6)
Range of Experienced Burn Out
MBI-HSS Subscales Low         Average     High
    (Lower third)    (Middle third)  (Upper third)
Overall Sample (n=11,067)
EE(Emotional Exhaustion) < 16         17-26        > 27
DP(Depersonalization) <  6           7-12        > 13
PA(Personal Accomplishment) > 39         38-32        < 31
Occupational Subgroups (Occupations listed have the normative sample size in ( ))
Teaching (K-12) (4,163 teachers: elementary and secondary)
EE < 16          17-26       > 27
DP <  8            9-13       > 14
PA > 37          36-31       < 30
Post-secondary Education (635 post-secondary educators: college, professional schools)
EE < 13          14-23       > 24
DP < 2              3-8       >   9
PA > 43          42-36       < 35
Social Services (1,538 social service workers: social workers, child protective service workers)
EE < 16          17-27      > 28
DP < 5            6-10      > 11
PA > 37          36-30      < 29
Medicine (1,104 medical workers: physicians, nurses)
EE < 18          19-26      > 27
DP < 5              6-9      > 10
PA > 40          39-34      < 33
Mental Health (730 mental health workers: psychologists, psychotherapists, counselors, mental hospital staff,
psychiatrists)
EE < 13          14-20       > 21
DP < 4             5- 7       >   8
PA > 34          33-29       < 28
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Other (2,897 others: legal aid employees, attorneys, police officers, probation officers, ministers, librarians, and
agency administrators)
EE < 16          17-27       > 28
DP < 5            6-10       > 11
PA > 40          39-34       < 33
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SUMMARY OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC 
        VARIABLES AND THE BURN OUT COMPONENTS
TABLE   C:   Summary of Relationship Between Demographic Variables and the Burn Out (MBI) Components *
Study Sample Gender Age     Marital/Family Experience
    Status
Anderson & Young More experienced 
     Iwanicki (1984)    experience >   workers’ experience
    375 teachers.    EE.   >EE & DP.
Gaines & Jermier F experience >     No relation No relation between
   (1983) 169     EE.         between MS     experience and
   police officers and         and any     any burn out 
   support personnel.         burn out     components.
        components.
Gold (1985) 462 F experience < Young     Single No relation between
   teachers.     DP and  >PA.     experience >            experience >     experience at same
    EE and DP, but        EE and DP.                   school and any
    also >PA.     burn out component.
Lemkau et al. No relation
   (1987) 67 family    between
   practice    gender and
   physicians.    any burn out
   components.
Maslach & M experience > Young
   Jackson (1981)    DP and >PA.     Experience >
   1,025     EE and DP, and
   health/service     <PA.
   Professionals.
Maslach & MBI Study: F     MBI Study:
   Jackson (1985)     experience >         Married
   1,025     EE and <PA         experience<
   health/service     M experience         EE.
   professionals.     >DP.
   845 Agency Study: M     Agency Study:
   claims/service     experience >         married
   & telephone     DP; no relation         experience <
   reps.    between gender         EE and DP, and
   and EE or PA.         <PA.
(table con’t.)
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Study Sample Gender Age     Marital/Family Experience
    Status
Pretty et. al (1992) M experience>
   433 telecomm.    EE, DP if
   workers.    managers; F
   experience >
   EE, DP if
   nonmanagers.
Russell et al. M experience >   Young     Married No relation between
   (1987) 316    DP; no relation    experience >         experience >    experience and 
   teachers.    between     EE; no relation        PA.     any burn out
      gender and EE     between age             components.
   or PA.     and DP or PA.
  
Schwab & M experience >  Young     No relation No relation between
   Iwanicki    DP; no relation     experience >        between MS    experience and any
   (1982b) 469    between      EE and DP        and any    burn out components
   teachers    gender and EE             burn out
   or PA          components
Zabel & Zabel (1982)   Young No relation between
   100 special ed. teachers      experience > EE                                         experience and any
    burn out components
* EE = emotional exhaustion, DP = depersonalization, PA = personal accomplishment, M = male, F = female.
> experience more/increased
< experience less/decreased
*This Table is from Cordes and Dougherty  (1993), p. 634.
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NORMATIVE DATA OF THE MBI
Table D: Normative Data of the MBI Based on 73 US Studies Published Between 1979 and 1998 (Schaufeli and
Enzman, 1998, p. 61).
  Reduced Personal
Field/ Emotional Exhaustion Depersonalization    Accomplishment
Profession        Samples      n       mean     sd       Samples    n     mean     sd        Samples      n      Mean           sd
Teaching              6          5481    28.15   11.99        6        5481    8.68 6.46       7          6191     11.65         7.41
Higher 
Education             5           877     19.17   10.72        5         877   6.02 5.56       5            877     10.49         6.77
Social
 Services              7         1631     24.29    12.79         7       1619  9.47 7.16       7          1601     13.45         8.55
Social
 Worker               6           628     20.82    10.17        6         628   6.94 5.60       6            628      12.85         7.80
Unspecified 1         1003     26.47    13.75        1         991 11.08 7.56       1            973      13.84         8.98
Medicine 14       2021     23.86    11.57      14       2021   7.95    6.47     14          2016      12.38         7.96
Nurse 11       1542     23.80    11.80       11      1542   7.13    6.25     11           1541      13.53        8.15
Physician 3           479     24.03    10.77         3       479  10.59    6.46       3      475       8.64       5.93
Mental Health     19       2290      20.42   10.10        19     2290   6.29 4.72     19    2290         8.95       6.99
Psychologist 6        1382       19.75    9.77          6     1382    6.14 4.45       6    1382         7.06       6.07
Counselor 4          422       20.52    8.97          4      422    6.64 4.26       4      422       12.65       6.75
Staff 6          333       22.09  10.96          6      333      6.03 5.22        6      333     11.24       7.58
Unspecified 3          153       22.61  12.96          3      153     7.31 6.64        3        153     10.84       7.99
Other             21         5541      20.64  11.00        20     5010     8.02 6.36      18    4270      12.64      7.98





Officer 2           386      19.49  11.33          2       330     9.73 7.01        2      322      15.14      8.37
Librarian 2           609      20.22  10.75          2       609     8.30 5.96              2       609      11.39      6.83
Senior              
Executive 1           224      15.10  10.50          1       224     5.80 4.20       1     224      12.30      7.50
Employee 5         1780      22.29  11.33          4     1317     8.78 6.85             4   1317      11.94      7.56
Missionary/
Pastor 3           852      23.39   10.01         3       840     8.74 5.14       1     108        9.70      6.50
Student               3           229      19.81   10.61         3       229     5.15 5.64       3     229      14.68      7.63
Unspecified
Health 3         1031     18.85    10.28         3    1031     4.99 4.85       3   1031      12.03      7.66
Total             72       17,841    23.54    11.91       71 17,298       8.03 6.33     70     17,245      11.73      7.75
(“Notes: The weighted averages of coefficients alpha are .86, .72, and.76 for emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and personal accomplishment, respectively (17 studies, n=4567).  The formula to recode the means of reduced









DEMOGRAPHIC   CHARACTERISTICS    (Please check/complete appropriate categories)
1.  Are you tenured in your current position? Yes____
             No____
2.  If yes, in what year were you granted tenure?_____
3.  What is your academic rank?
Instructor____    Assistant Professor____    
Associate Professor____        Professor  ____
4.  What is the highest educational degree you have completed?
     BS/BA    ___        MS/MA/MED___      
Doctorate___       Other(Please specify)____________
5.  In what year did you complete your highest degree?_____
6.  In a typical week during the semester, approximately what percent of your time is spent in
each of the following activities?
Teaching (including graduate advising)          ___%
Research (including funded and unfunded research)___%
Administration          ___%
Service          ___%
Other (please specify) ______________________  ___%
7.  Please tell me your official university assignment percentages?
Teaching (including graduate advising)          ___%
Research (including funded & unfunded)          ___%
Administration          ___%
Service          ___%
Other (please specify) _____________________   ___%
8.  Number of credit hours you are teaching this semester?___
9.  Number of courses you are teaching this semester?___
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10.  How many masters’ thesis students’ committees are you currently chairing (include
December, 2002 graduates)?____
11.  How many doctoral dissertation students’ committees are you currently chairing (include
December, 2002 graduates)?____   
12.  Do you hold an administrative appointment concurrent with your faculty appointment?
Yes___     No___
13.  If yes, please indicate your title: (check all that apply)
department chair ___
college/school dean ___
coordinator of graduate programs ___
assistant or associate dean ___
other (please specify)________________ 
14.  How many manuscripts have you submitted for consideration for publication in the last
three years?
0___          1___          2-5___          more than 5___
15.  How many articles have you had accepted for publication in professional journals in the
last            three years?
0___          1___          2-5___          more than 5___
16.  How many grants have you applied for in the last three years?
0___          1___          2-5___         more than 5___
17.  How many grants have you received in the past three years?
0___          1___          2-5___         more than 5___
 
18.  In what year were you employed in a faculty position at this university?________
19.  What is your current age?
20 to 29____ 30 to 39____ 40 to 49____
50 to 59____ 60 to 69____ 70 +      ____
20.  How old were you when you were first employed in a faculty position at this university?
20 to 29 ____ 30 to 39 ____ 40 to 49 ____
50 to 59 ____ 60 +       ____
21.  What is your Gender? Female_____ Male______
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22.   What is your Racial/Ethnic origin?
African American/Black   ____ Hispanic                                             ____
Asian/Oriental       ____ Native American(American Indian) ____
Caucasian/White       ____ Other (Please state)____ ______________
Eastern European/Islamic ____
23.  What is your current Marital situation?
Single  ____     Married ____    Widowed____      
Engaged____   Separated ____ Divorced ____  Other(please specify)___
24.  How many dependent children do you have? (Include all for whom you have at least
partial financial responsibility)
0 ____     1 ____       2 ____      3____      4____      5____      6 or more____
25.  How many other people do you have to care for besides your spouse and/or your children?
(Examples: elderly parent, or other relative) _______________________
26a.  Do you to consider your health to be:
Excellent ____     Good ____      Fair ____      Poor ____
26b.  If your health is less than excellent, what health problems do you have? (Check all that
apply)    
Arthritis          ____   Diabetes     ____
Ulcers          ____ Eating Disorder             
Cancer          ____ Sleeplessness             
High Blood Pressure____ Depression             
Heart Problems        ____ Excessive Smoking             
Head Aches          ____ Excessive Alcohol Consumption   ____
Other (please list)_____________________
27.   Please indicate your level of participation in each of the following groups/organizations:       
               (Daily)   (Weekly)  (Monthly)  (Yearly) (Do not participate)
Church groups ____      ____ ____     ____        ____
Professional groups ____      ____ ____     ____        ____
Civic groups ____      ____ ____     ____        ____
Fraternal groups         ____      ____ ____     ____        ____
Other (please specify)_________________________________________
 
28.  Please make any comments here, or on the back:
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Thank you for your participation.  Please return all instruments in the enclosed envelope
to:
Ron Rush
School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development
Rm.  112, Old Forestry Bldg.






C/o School of Human Resources
Education and Workforce
Development PERMISSION AGREEMENT TO INCLUDE
Rm. 142 Old Forestry Bldg. SAMPLE ITEMS IN A RESEARCH PUBLICATION
Louisiana State University Agreement Issued: February 25, 2003
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 Customer Number: Z9 01 SO
Product Code: 3465DL
Permission Number: 14260
In response to your request of February 3, 2003, upon concurrent receipt by CPP, Inc., of this signed
Permission Agreement and payment of the Permission Fee, permission is hereby granted to you to include
sample items, selected and provided by CPP, Inc. from the Maslach Burnout Inventory-Educators Survey
in your Dissertation entitled "The Influence of Selected Factors on Burnout Among Higher Education
Faculty ". These sample items may remain in your Dissertation for microfilming and individual copies
may be distributed upon demand. This Permission Agreement shall automatically terminate upon
violation of this Permission Agreement including, but not limited to, failure to pay the Permission Fee of
$WAIVED reproduction fee of  $WAIVED = Total $WAIVED or by failure to sign and return this
Permission Agreement within 45 days from February 25, 2003.
The permission granted hereunder is limited to this one-time use only. The permission granted
hereunder is specifically limited as specified in this agreement.
This Permission Agreement shall be subject to the following conditions:
(a) Any material reproduced must be used in accordance with the guidelines of the America Psychological
Association.
(b) Any material reproduced must contain the following credit lines:
"Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, CPP, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94303 from Maslach
Burnout Inventory-Educators Services by Christina Maslach, Susan E. Jackson, And Richard Schwab.
Copyrightl986 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's
written consent."
(c) None of the materials may be sold or used for purposes other than those mentioned above, including, but
not limited to, any commercial or for-profit use. Commercial and/or for-profit use of the (MBI-ES)
and/or any modification of the (MBI-ES) is specifically excluded from the permission granted herein.
(d) CPP subscribes to the general principles of test use as set forth in the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing Copyright 1985 by the American Psychological Association. The
customer's/user's attention is drawn to the following statements:
"The test user, in selecting or interpreting a test, should know the purposes of the testing and the probable
consequences. The user should know the procedures necessary to facilitate effectiveness and to reduce bias
in test use. Although the test developer and publisher should provide information on the strengths and
weaknesses of the test, the ultimate responsibility for appropriate test use lies with the test user. The user
should become knowledgeable about the test and its appropriate use and also communicate this information,
as appropriate, to others.
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6.1 Test users should evaluate the available written documentation on the validity and reliability of tests for
the specific use intended.
6..3 When a test is to be used for a purpose for which it has not been validated, or for which there is no
supported claim for validity, the user is responsible for providing evidence of validity.
6..5 Test users should be alert to probable unintended consequences of test use and should attempt to avoid
actions that have unintended negative consequences."
CPP shall not be responsible for the use or misuse of the materials or services licensed under tbis pennission
Contract. The customer/user assumes all responsibility for use or misuse of the same. Unless expressly
agreed to in writing by CPP, all materials and services are licensed without warranty, express or implied,
including the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. Refund of contract
fees at CPP's sole option is the sole and exclusive remedy and is in lieu of actual, consequential, or
incidental damages for use or misuse of CPP materials and services and in no event shall CPP liability
exceed the contract fees of license of said materials and services.
(e) Ronald Rush agrees that the (MBI-ES) as modified under this Agreement is a derivative work of the
(MBI-ES) and hereby assigns all right, title, and interest in any such derivative work created under
this Permission Agreement in perpetuity to CPP, Inc. or as directed by CPP, immediately upon
completion and without further consideration.
CPP, INC. I AGREE TO THE ABOVE CONDITIONS
                                                                                                                   
Authorized Representative Ronald Rush
Date      3/12/03                             Date             3/1/03                                
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Hello again. I am processing your order for the manual, but I only have part of your credit
card information. Please cal1 and leave your credit card number with me or with my
secure voicemail.
I have received your non-commercial agreement. This document acts as permission to
make and use up to 500 JDI/JIGs in your study.
Thanks,
Eyal
At 09:32 AM 8/6/2002, you wrote:
     My use of the JDI and JIG will be for a study in which my dissertation will I be
completed. This is a non-commercial, graduate student adventure under | supervision of a
research committee. My research/dissertation committee ! chairperson is Dr. Michael F.
Burnett, at LSU, School of Human Resource Education and Workforce Development. I
included with my order mailed to your group a letter by Dr. Burnett which I hope will suffice
as clarification of sponsorship.
     I am a licensed professional counselor and licensed clinical social worker in Louisiana,
and have administered, scored and reported many tests/instruments in the past. Permission to
use the copyrighted JDI and JIG, with a good original from which to make copies wi11 be
wonderful.
     I will have the data upon completion of the survey procedure and hope to I complete
writing chapters IV and V early this spring semester, at which I time I will gladly share data
with your group in return for allowing me to use your instruments.
      My study will explore employee work attitudes related to a number of I demographic
variables. The population studied will be tenured university professors.
     Please alert me of any additional information you may need. My plans are to implement





LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY HUMAN RIGHTS FOR RESEARCH FORM 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) 
FOR HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT PROTECTION
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IRB #: LSU Proposal #:
LSU INSTITUTIONAL REVIEU 80ARD (IRB) for 578-8692; FAX 6792
HL~AN RESEARCH SUBJECT PROTECTION Office:20 B-1 David Boyd Hall
APPLICATION FOR EXEMPTION FROM INSTITUTIONAL OVERSIGHT
Unless they are qualified as meeting the specific criteria for exemption from Institutional Review
Board (IR8) oversight, ALL LSU research/projects using living humans as subjects, or samples or data
obtained from humans, directly or indirectly, with or without their consent, must be approved in
advance by the LSU IRB. This Form helps the PI determine if a project may be exempted, and i5 used to
request an exemption.
Instructions: Complete this form. If exemption seems likely, submit it. If not, submit regular IRB
application. Help is available from Dr. Robert Mathews, 578-8692, irb@lsu.edu or any screening
committee member.
Principal Investigator Ronald R. Rush    Student? Y
ph)337-558-6688 rrushl@lsu.edu School of. Human Resource Education &
Workforce Development
         
If Student, name supervising professor:  Michae1 F. Burnett
Mailing Address:  P. O. 3148              Ph 337-558-6688
             Sulphur, La 70664
Project Title:   The Influence of Selected Factors on
                 Burnout Among Faculty in Higher Education
Agency expected to fund project None
Subject pool (e.g. Psychology Students) L . S . U . Faculty
Circle any "vulnerable populations" to be used: (children <18; the mentally impaired, pregnant women,
the aged, other). Projects with incarcerated persons cannot be exempted.
I certify my responses are accurate and complete. If the project scope or design is later changed I
will resubmit for review. I will obtain written approval from the Authorized Representative of all non-
LSU institutions in which the study is conducted.
PI Signature                    Date            (no per signatures)
=================================================
Screening Committee Action: Exempted Not Exempted
Reviewer            Signature                Date        
Part A: DETERMINATION OF "RESEARCH" and POTENTIAL FOR RISK
This section determines whether the project meets the Department of Health and Human Services
definition of "research" and if not, whether it nevertheless presents more than "minimal risk" to
humans that makes IRB review prudent and necessary.
1. is the project a systematic investigation designed to develop or contribute to generalizeable
knowledge?
(Note "systematic investigation" includes ''research development, testing and evaluation"; therefore
some instructional development and service programs will include a "research" component).
|x| YES
| | NO
2. Does the project present physical, psychological, social or legal risks to the participants
reasonably expected to exceed those risks normally experienced in daily life or in routine diagnostic
physical or psychological examination or testing? You must consider the 
consequences if individual data inadvertently become public.
        YES Stop. This research cannot be exempted--submit application for IRB review.
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    X    NO Continue to see if research can be exempted from IRB oversight
3. Are any of your participants incarcerated?
YES Stop. This research cannot be exempted--submit application for IRB _ j review.
    X    NO Continue to see if research can be exempted from IRB oversight.
Part B: EXEMPTION CRITERIA FOR RESEARCH PROJECTS
Research is exemptible when all research methods are one or more of the following five methods. Check
statements that apply to your study: 
1. Uses only existing data, documents, records, or specimens properly
obtained.
The research must also comply with one of the following:
either that:
a) subjects cannot be identified in the research data directly or
statistically, and no-one can trace back from research data to identify a
participant;
or that
b) the sources are publicly available
2. Research or demonstration service/care programs, e.g. health
care delivery.
I The research must also comply with all of the following:
a) It is directly conducted or approved by the head of a US Govt. department or
agency.
 b) it concerns only issues under usual administrative control (48 Fed Reg 9268-9), e.g., regulations,
eligibility, services, or delivery systems; 
and that
c) its research/evaluation methods are also exempt from IRS review. .
  X 3. For research not involving vulnerable people, [prisoner, fetus,
pregnancy, children, or mentally impaired]: observe public behavior (including participatory 
      observation), or do interviews or survevs or educational tests:
The research must also comply with one of the following: either that a) the participants cannot be
identified, directly or statistically;
or that
X b) the responses/observations could not harm participants if made
public;
or that
c) federal statute(s) completely protect all participants
confidentiality;
or that
d) all respondents are elected, appointed, or candidates for
public officials.
  4. In education setting, research to evaluate normal educational oractices.
5. For research not involving vulnerable volunteers tsee"3" abovel, do food research
to evaluate quality, taste, or consumer acceptance.
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The research must also comply with one of the following:
either that
a) the food has no additives;
or that
b) the food is certified safe by the USDA, FDA, or EPA.
.
Exemption Applicant: If it appears that your study qualifies for exemption
send:
(A) Two copies of this completed form,
(B) a brief project description (adequate to evaluate risks to
subjects and to explain your responses to Parts A & B),
O copies of all instruments to be used
(D) the consent form that you will use in the study
to: ONE screening committee member (listed below) in the most closely related department/discipline
or to IRB office.
NOTE: Even when exempted, the researcher is required to exercise prudence in protecting the
interests of research subjects, obtain informed consent if appropriate, and must conform to the
Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human Subjects (Belmont Report), 45 CFR 46,
and LSU Guide to Informed Consent; (Available from OSP or http://www.fas.lsu.edu/osp/irb)
HUMAN SUBJECTS SCREENING COMMITTEE MEMBERS can assist & review:
COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES: MASS COMMUN/SOC WK/AG:
Dr. Northup * (Psych) 578-4112 Dr. Nelson tMass C) 578-6686
Dr. Geiselman * tPsych) 763-2695 Dr. Archambeault(Soc-Wk) 8-1374
Dr. Deseran tSocio) 578-1113 Dr. Rose tSoc Wk)578-1015
Dr. Honeycutt (Speech) 578-6676 Dr. Keenan*.tHum Ecol) 578-1708
Dr. Dixit (Comm Sc./Dis) 578-3938 Dr. Belleau (Hum Ecol) 578-1535
ED/LIBRARIES/INFO SCI BUSINESS
Dr Kleiner (Middleton) 578-2217 Dr. Biswas (Marketing) 578-8818
Dr Cuiross (Education) 578-5227
Dr. Landin* (Kinesiol) 578-2916
Dr. MacGregor (ELRC) 578-2150
Dr. Munro* (Curric & I) 578-2352 
Dr. Barry(Lib/Sci) 578-3158 (* = IRB member)
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Human Participant Protections Education for Research Teams
Completion Certificate
This is to certify that 
Ronald Rush
has completed the Human Participants Protection Education for Research
Teams online course, sponsored by the National Institutes of Health
(NIH), on 08/16/2002.
This course included the following:
O key historical events and current issues that impact guidelines and
legislation on human participant protection in research.
O ethical principles and guidelines that should assist in resolving
the ethical issues inherent in the conduct of research with human
participants.
O the use of key ethical principles and federal regulations to protect
human participants at various stages in the research process.
O a description of guidelines for the protection of special
populations in research.
O a definition of informed consent and components necessary for a
valid consent.
O a description of the role of the IRB in the research process.
O the roles, responsibilities, and interactions of federal agencies,
institutions, and researchers in conducting research with human
participants.
                          






L O U I S I A N A   S TAT E   U N I V E R S I T Y
AND A G R I C U L T U R A L   a N d   M E C H A N I C A L   C O L L E G E
September 16, 2002
Dear Dr.
Faculty of Research Extensive Universities are under considerable stress from numerous
areas. This stress emanates from the demands placed on the individual to perform, frequently with
greater output expected than time or resources allow. Faculty is expected to spend considerable time
teaching, performing service to the profession, university and community, as well as pursuing
publication from research. Those demands have a toll.
You represent the vital link in the university mission: teaching, research, and service. You
have been selected from a random sample of L.S.U. main campus faculty for a study investigating
selected variables likely influencing work satisfaction. In order that the results truly represent the
thinking of the university faculty, it is important that you complete and return the entire instrument
packet.
Your participation will be anonymous and confidential. The code number on the instrument
will be utilized only for follow-up with non responders. After your completed instrument is
received and your name is removed from the non respondent list, your instrument will be assigned a
random identification number that will have no association with your name.
Should you desire to be informed of the results of this study, please put your name and
address on the back of the return envelope. If you find that you will definitely be unable to
participate, please let me know by returning the enclosed instrument packet uncompleted, in the self
addressed envelope. A replacement will be selected if you can not participate.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Ronald Rush, Michael F. Burnett, Ph.D.
Research Associate Professor, School of Human Resource




Investigators: The following investigators are available for questions about this study,
Monday - Friday, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.
Dr. Michael F. Burnett, Adviser 578-5748
Ronald Rush, Doctoral Student 578-5748
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research project is to investigate variables likely
influencing how tenured faculty view their job. This is a study for a
dissertation in the School of Human Resource Education and Workforce
Development.
 Subject Inclusion: Tenured Faculty Members employed at Louisiana State University
 and Agricultural and Mechanical College during the fall of 2002.
Study Procedures: The subjects will spend approximately 30 minutes completing the
questionnaires/instruments, one about selected demographic data; and
 the others, about work related variables likely influencing how tenured
faculty view their job.
Benefits: The study may yield valuable information about work satisfaction and job
burnout in the university setting.
Risks: The only study risk is the inadvertent release of participation status. Every
effort will be made to maintain anonymity regarding individual responses.
Confidentiality of the study records will be rnaintained with files being
kept in secure cabinets to which only the ---investigators have access.
Right to Refuse: Subjects may choose not to participate as this is a voluntary involvement.
Privacy: Results of the study may be published, but no names or identifying
information will be included in the publication. Subject identity will
remain confidential unless disclosure is required by law. Subject
responses on the questionnaires/instruments will be anonymous.
  Consent: I have read and understand the above description of this study and all
questions have been answered. I may direct additional questions regarding
study specifics to the investigators.  If I have questions about subjects'
rights or other concerns, I can contact Robert C. Mathews, Institutional
Review Board, (225) 578-8692. I agree to participate in the study
described above and my participation serves as giving consent.
INSTRUCTIONS:
Read and complete each of the three enclosed questionnaires/instruments as indicated.




Approximately two weeks ago a packet of instruments seeking your perceptions about your
employment was mailed to you. Your name was drawn from a random sample of tenured
associate and fill professors at L.S.U. If you have already completed and returned the
instruments to us please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today.
Because the instruments have been sent to only a small, but representative, sample of tenured
university faculty, it is extremely important that yours also be included in the study if the
results are to accurately represent the opinions of the faculty. If by some chance you did not
receive the questionnaire, or it got misplaced, please let me know and I will get another one in
the mail to you immediately. I can be reached at 578-5748 during the work day but a message
can be left if I step out of the of fice. The campus mailing address is: Ron Rush, School of
Human Resource Education and Workforce Development, Room 142 Old forestry Bldg.,
L.S.U.
Sincerely,
Ron Rush, Research Associate
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Dear Dr.
Approximately two weeks ago a packet of instruments seeking your perceptions about your
employment was mailed to you. Your name was drawn from a random sample of tenured
associate and fill professors at L.S.U. If you have already completed and returned the
instruments to us please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today.
Because the instruments have been sent to only a small, but representative, sample of tenured
university faculty, it is extremely important that yours also be included in the study if the
results are to accurately represent the opinions of the faculty. If by some chance you did not
receive the questionnaire, or it got misplaced, please let me know and I will get another one in
the mail to you immediately. I can be reached at 578-5748 during the work day but a message
can be left if I step out of the of fice. The campus mailing address is: Ron Rush, School of
Human Resource Education and Workforce Development, Room 142 Old forestry Bldg.,
L.S.U.
Sincerely,
Ron Rush, Research Associate
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L O U I S I A N A   S TAT E   U N I V E R S I T Y
AND A G R I C U L T U R A L   a N d   M E C H A N I C A L   C O L L E G E
November 1, 2002
Dear Dr.
About two months ago a study was begun which is exploring variables which may influence
tenured higher education faculty attitudes about their work. The large number of
questionnaires returned is very encouraging. However, we have not yet received your
completed questionnaire. To accurately describe how tenured higher education faculty feel
on these important issues depends upon you and the others who have not yet responded. Our
past experience suggests that those of you who have not yet sent in your questionnaire may
hold quite different views than those who have already responded.
This type study has not been done in Louisiana institutions of higher education before. The
results are therefore important. The usefulness of our results depends on how accurately we
are able to describe what tenured faculty perceive regarding their employment.
If you have recently returned your questionnaire, please accept this note as our thanks. In
case you did not receive the previous copy or your copy has been misplaced, another
questionnaire is enclosed for your convenience. May I urge you to complete and return it as
quickly as possible in the enclosed envelope.
Please be assured that your responses will be reported only as group data. At NO TIME will
your responses be identified with your name. Identification numbers on the questionnaires
will only be used to follow up those who do not respond to the survey.
Thank you in advance for your help. Your contribution to the success of this study will be
appreciated. If you find that you will definitely be unable to participate, please let me know
by returning the blank questionnaire in the return addressed envelop. If you have any
questions, please call me, or Dr. Michael Burnett, at (225) 578-5748.
Sincerely,
Ronald Rush, Michael F. Burnett, Ph.D.
Research Associate Professor, School of Human Resource
Education and Workforce Development
Louisiana State University
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FACULTY “OTHER HEALTH” CONCERNS
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FACULTY “OTHER” HEALTH CONCERNS
Condition (36 Reported by 28 Respondents)       Number     Percent (of 36)
Asthma 5 13.9
Allergies 4 11.1
Orthopedic (Osteoporosis, Joint, Crippled Leg, Gout) 4 11.1




Out of Shape/Lack of Exercise 2 5.6
Vision           2           5.6
Thyroid (Hyper/Hypo)           2           5.6
Dizziness           1           2.7
Hearing           1           2.7
Hemorrhoids           1           2.7
Multiple Surgeries           1           2.7
Obesity           1          2.7
Parkinson           1          2.7
Slight High Blood Pressure           1          2.7
Curiosity Killed the Cat           1         2.7
________________________________________________________________________





COMMENTS FROM  RESPONDENTS
Area of concern: Comments, Sanitized
Administration; 
Co-worker; Work load/condition; 
Pay; Other personal problem; 
Instrumentation; No complaint. 
Administration/Administrators: 
Love the work but have little respect for administrators.
Faculty concerns often do not reach administrators who could address them.
Department has just replaced an extremely poor administrator, working conditions and job
satisfaction may improve.
Much discontent with administration, but love my job.
My field is not traditionally academic and difficult to compare productivity.
Personality shortcomings of administrators deprecate my contributions.
Publishing productivity is not equated to performance in particular field.
Salaries for faculty are pitifully low, while administrators’ and coaches’ are high.
Administrators treat faculty poorly, and pay is only good for coaches and administrators.
The administration takes care of itself neglecting faculty needs.
Becoming a full professor is a very slow process even though have published.
A less qualified person was promoted over respondent
Little support from the university either financially or philosophically.
This work place is contradictory: low funding, high expectations.
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Love L.S.U., dissatisfied with administration.
 The dean pursues mediocrity, is pompous and self-serving, “Peter Principle.”
Poor upper administration and they should be eliminated.
Growing gulf between administrative and faculty pay is very negative overall.
Negative tone set by administration and legislature is counter productive.
Instrumentation/Instrument:
Instrument is overly blunt and will not provide meaningful information about the nature of
dissatisfaction
Surveys ask leading questions and have too many gray areas.
Poorly constructed instrument likely resulting in little valuable information
Educators Survey was largely irrelevant for my work.
Questionnaire is ambiguous.
Good survey, sorry for delay in responding.
My teaching situation was not adequately addressed by these questionnaires.
Educator survey seemed irrelevant and not worded well for my position.
Questions do not adequately allow personal specific response.
Some of these questions could compromise anonymity.
No complaint:
Have received teaching awards recently and am content through my declining years.
Haven’t been here very long.
Current course load is lower than previous semester.
Sorry for delay in responding.
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Other personal problem:
Recovering from severe depression and must also care for elderly parent.
Overall:
Hope something good comes out this initiative!   Good luck.
Hope this helps!
Work load/condition:
Administrative duties demand too much time leaving little time for research
Love my job, but department inflexibility makes personal life very difficult.
My career is at a point where a change in focus is needed, new challenges.
Stress from multiple demands and intense pace.
I perform well as a teacher but am expected to produce grants, which is frustrating.
Productivity involves off campus travel and performance
High teaching loads negate grant productivity.  Student involvement in research is fulfilling. 
Service receives community recognition.  Field training is great for students.
Not enough planning time.
Statements about co-workers are difficult to categorize.
Biggest problem is paper work requirements.
Course hours taught are “team taught” hours.
Not enough similar thinking colleagues to enhance performance.
Long term “toxic” colleague has reeked havoc on my and other colleagues’ well being
Success here demands an exorbitant investment of personal time.
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VITA
Ronald R. Rush, a native of Houston, Texas, graduated from LaGrange High School in
Lake Charles, Louisiana in 1963.  He received a Bachelor of Arts degree  in Education from
McNeese State University in 1970, following an enlistment in the U.S. Navy.  He entered the
human services work world by way of the Department of Public Welfare as a welfare visitor,
Department of Vocational Rehabilitation as a senior vocational rehabilitation counselor and
senior shop instructor for the handicapped, as a monitoring and evaluation specialist for the
Office of Human Resources in agencies providing human services, and retiring from the
Calcasieu Parish School Board as a School Social Worker following employment in Pupil
Appraisal Services and the Calcasieu Career Center (alternative school), in 2000.  He has
worked in private practice as an individual, group and marriage therapist until beginning this
doctoral program.
He received a Master of Education  in education, administration and supervision, with a
minor in counseling and guidance from McNeese State University in 1975, plus thirty hours in
psychology also from McNeese, and a Master of Social Work from Louisiana State University
in 1986.  He is a Licensed Clinical Social Worker through the Louisiana State Board of Social
Work Examiners; a member of the Academy of Certified Social Workers, a Diplomate in
Clinical Social Work, and a Certified School Social Worker  through the National Association
of Social Work.  He is a Licensed Professional Counselor and a Licensed Marriage and Family
Therapist through the State of Louisiana Licensed Professional Counselors Board of
Examiners.  He maintains membership in the National Association of Social Workers and the
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Louisiana Counseling Association.  He has served as regional representative for the School
Social Worker Committee,  on the Leadership Nomination Investigation Committee, and the
Ethics Review Panel with the Louisiana  National Association of Social Workers.
He has two sons and a daughter: Christopher Kelly Rush, and family, of Atlanta,
Georgia; Daniel Brian Rush, of Fort Lauderdale, Florida; and Leigh Anne Rush, of Lake
Charles, Louisiana.    All three continue in their life-long learning.
He has been an avid sailor and served as Commodore of the Lake Charles, Louisiana 
Yacht Club.  He also has served as Program Committee Chairperson and Legislative Concern
Committee Chairperson for the Lake Charles, Louisiana Power Squadron.  He enjoys
gardening and carpentry, currently completing a water front cottage south of Sulphur,
Louisiana, where the boat will be tied if the weather is bad.  He is in private practice in
Sulphur, Louisiana,  as an individual, group, marriage and family therapist as well as human
resource consultant.  He will receive the Doctorate of Philosophy at the August, 2003
commencement.
